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environmental damages which in the

past went uncompensated. For example,

State and local governments will be able

to claim ‘compensation for damages to

natural resources under their jurisdic-
tion.

This legislation would replace a patch-
work of overlapping and sometimes con-
flicting Federal and State laws. In addi-
tion to defining liability for oil spills, it
would establish a uniform system for
gettling claims and assure that none will
go uncompensated, such as in cases
where it is impossible to identify the
source of the spill. The legislation pro-
vides for a fund of up to $200 million
derived from a small fee on oil trans-
ported or stored on or near navigable
waters.

This legislation would also implement
two international conventions—signed in
1969 and 1971—which provide remedies
for oil pollution damage from ships.
These: conventions provide remedles for
U.8. citizens under many circumstances
where a.-ship discharging oil that reaches
our shores might not. otherwise be sub-
ject to our laws and courts. Protection
of the international marine environment
is basically an international problem
since the waters, currents, and winds
that spread and carry oceall pollution
transcend all natlonal boundaries.

In proposing implementation of the
conventions, I am mindful of the fact
that the Senate has not yet given its
advice and consent to either of them. I
urge such action without further delay.
The 1969 convention came into force in-
ternationally on June 19, 1975, without
our adherence, and the continuing fail-
ure of the United States to act on such
jnitiatives may weaken or destroy the
prospects of adequate international re-
sponses to marine pollution problems.

GeraLD R. FORD.
e re. HOUSE, July 9, 1975.
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COMPLEX FOREIGN POLICY PROB-
1L.EM RELATING TO DETERIORAT-
ING SITUATION IN EASTERN MED-
ITERRANEAN — COMMU NICATION
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
President of the United States; which
was read and referred to the Commit-
tee on International Relations:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
wWashington, July 9, 1975.
Hon. SPEAKER OF THE IIOUSE OF REPRE-
SENTATIVES, :
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mer. SpEakrr: I wish to share
with you my concern about 8 complex
foreign policy problem that relates to the
deterlorating situation in the Eastern
Mediterranean, the threat to our North
Atlantle Alllance relatlonships, the
plight of the people of Cyprus and the
role of the United States. Both the Con-
gress and the Executive Branch share a
responsibility to reexamine this critical
situation with care. This is not a parti-
san matter or one where the rights and
wrongs of a decades-old dispute can eas-
ily be judged—particularly by outsiders.
Our overriding objective must, be to help

in the peaceful settlement of a problem
that involves two valued Allies and a
people whose history as-an independent
nation has been riven by strife.

The strategic situation must also be
weighed. At a time of uncertainty in
the Middle East, we should consider care-
fully any actien which could add to the
tensions that already exist. Our facilities
in Turkey and our mutual defense ar-
rangements have played and continue to
play a vital role in the security of the
area and, more directly, in the security
of our own forces. Mutual defense links
that have stood us well for thirty years
should not be lightly cast aside.

I have spent much time studying these
issues and have talked in Brussels with
the leaders of Turkey and Greece. I am
convinced that U.8. and Western security
interests require the urgent passage by
the House of legislation enabling the re-
sumption of our long-standing security
relationship with Turkey. The Senate

has already acted favorably on a bill‘ to~

accomplish this purpose. )

Existing legislation passed by Congress
last December 18, with an effective date
of February 5, 1975, has been in force for
nearly five months. This action has: (1)
called into question the ability of an Ally
to continue to fulfill its essential NATO
responsibilities,  thus undermining
NATO's strength in the Eastern Medi~
terranean; (2) jeopardized vital common
defense installations which Turkey and
the U.S. jointly maintain; (8) contribut-
ed to tensions which are not helpful to
Greece; and (4) reduced American in-
fluence to move the Cyprus negotiations
toward a peaceful conclusion acceptable
to all parties.

The legislation voted against Turkey
1ast December is sweeping in its effect.
It is more extensive than similar legis-

lation enacted in October, 1974, with'

which the Administration was in full
compliance. The December legislation
provides for not only a total embargo on
grant military assistance, and cash and
credit sales of defense items by the U.S.
Government, but prohibits as well the
issuance of licenses to permit the export
of military equipment purchased from
American firms. Practically all nations
of the world can purchase in this country
at least some items that are forbidden
to Turkey. It is now impossible for Tur-
key to procure most items produced in
third countries under U.S. license; nor
can Turkey even take possession of mer-
chandise in the U.S. which it paid for
prior to Fehruary 5 and which is now
ready for shipment. The result is that a
relationship of trust and confidence with
this important NATO Ally, built up over
many years, has been seriously eroded.
Continuation of the embargo risks fur-
ther deterioration, jeopardizing our se-
curity interests throughout the Eastern
Mediterranean area.

For all these reasons, it is my strong
view that the Administration and the
Congress must join in legislative action
that will remedy the present situation.
The form that legislation should take to
achieve this end i1s for Congress itself
to decide, bitt it is clear that only legis-
jation can produce the actions which are
necessary in this case.
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I know that in the minds of many in
the Congress there remains the issue of
how American-supplied arms were used
last summer. The Cyprus problem is one
where neither moral nor legal judgments,
on the arms issue or any other, can be
easily or lightly made. Yet, the effect of
the embargo is to ascribe blame totelly
to one of the parties in a dispute that
has its roots in centuries of animosity
and for which  both sides must share
some responsibility.

Where we can all agree, and where I
believe we must all act together, is in our
sense of anxiety and concern over the
Cyprus problem and in a consensus that
the only way to achieve what we all
seek—a just and broadly acceptable set-
tlement—is through negotiations in
which we maintain maximum fexibility
with all the parties. Unless some progress
is made in the negotiations, the humani-
tarian plight facing the people of Cyprus,
including particularly the refugee prob-
lem, cannot be solved.

The United States will continue to
work, as it has done continuously since
last July, as hard and as determinedly
as possible to move the parties of the Cy-
prus conflict toward a negotiated settle-
ment. Recent U.S. diplomatic activity in
Ankara, Athens and Brussels has contrib-
uted to the start of a Greek-Turkish
dialogue which has defused the tense
situation and hopefully laid the ground-
work for Greek-Turkish cooperation.

As we pursue our efforts, we want the
continued friendship of hoth Greece and
Turkey, and our sympathy and concern
extend to all the people of Cyprus. We
want an end to human suffering and mis-
ery, and the rebuilding of an island
where all can live in freedom and
security.

At present, our ability to urge this view
persuasively is compromised by the ero-
sion of our influence. I ask the Congress’
cooperation and assistance, therefore, in
enacting legislation which will assure
that America’s influence is not further
weakened and TU.S. interests further
threatened at this time of critical con-
cern in Cyprus and throughout the East-
ern Mediterranean.

Sincerely,
GeEraLD R. F'ORD.

RESOLUTION OF INQUIRY—THE
MISSING FACTS BEHI g
MENTAL CHANGE IN FOREIGN
POLICY

(Mr. ROSENTHAL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I in-
tended to call up for consideration today
House Resolution 552, a resolution of
inguiry requesting the President to pro-
vide to the House certain essential data
on the administration’s intended sale of
two highly sophisticated mobile missiles
to Jordan. The resolution of ingquiry has
only one purpose, and that is to gain
information.

I have had a discussion with the dis~
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on International Relations, and he has
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indicated that his committee is willing,
:nder his distinguished guidance, to hold
hearings next weck. I think we can re-
solve this matter and not call the reso-
iution up today.

™Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
sentieman yield?

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I vield to the dis-
Linguished chairman of the committee.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I agree
with the gentleman from New York that
the committee should get the facts re-
zarding the proposed sale, and I will be
giad to cooperate with him in making
tiris hanpen. We will, as soon as possible,
bold a hearing anc refer this to the sub-
committes and get started.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. T think that is
perfectly satisfactory, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, when the
committee conside-ed House Resolution
552 on June 26, i; was tabled because
the committee fel: that the resolution
involved an investigation and was not,
therefore, entitled to privileged status.

Al the same time, the committee is
rizht now reviewing the whole military
sales program—in the Oversight Sub-
committee, in the Fascell subcommittee,
and in the Hamiltoa subcommittee.

This review will o on.

1 agree with the zentleman from New
York that our committee should get all
the facts regardinz the proposed sale
of Hawks—and T w'll be glad to cooper-
ate with bim in making sure that this
happens.

We will, as soon as we are able. hold
a4 hearing on this matter in the appro-
oriate subcommitter and develop all the
facts.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker. on
May 5. 1975, the State Department an-
aounced an agreewent in principle to
sell the Governmen: of Jordan two so-
vhisticated antiairciaft missile systems:
the surface-to-air Bawk and the shoul-

ier- L] e, R Con- ‘;_.
ler fired Redeye. As of today, the Con plete and inadequate and does not meet

#ress still has not received formal notifi-
cation of that decision, made at leagt
< months ago and pcssibly much earliér,

Pecause this sale is in excess of’ $25
nillion—and probably will exceed” $100
waillion—a, letter of cffer to sell the mis-
siles must be submit-ed to the Congress.

Last year the Foreign Mili¥ary Sales
Act was amended to allow advance con-
gressional vato of major mdlitary equip-
iment sales abroad—sectich 36(b). Con-
Aress can make an inelligent decision on
tnis important respcngibility only if it
has all the relevant foéts.

On June 18, 19751 introduced a res-
siution of inguiry 4B. Res. 552) requir-
ing the President fo sapply those facts to
the Congress. On June 25, 1975, the
White House sent a 23-page letter and
comments te the resolution of inquiry to
e chairmah of the Committee on In-
iernational Relations. The text of both
documents sppears :t the end of this
statoment.

On June 26, the Committee on Inter-
autional Relations tabled House Resolu-
“ion 552, thus clearing the way for ac-
i“on by the full House. Therefore, I in-
wnd to call up for consideration my
resolution of inquirr on Wednesday,
July 9.
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It is my considered judgment that the
administration’s verbose and repetitious
letter is not responsive to the questions
in the resolution of inquiry and that the
administration, in making such a reply,
demeans the congressional right to as-
semble all. the pertinent facts. Moreover,
this sale represents a fundamental shift
in US. policy in the Middle East, a
change that is neither acknowledzed nor
defended in the letter. In addition, the
Jordanian deal will bring about a sig-
nificant change in the balance of power
in that part of the world——changes that
threaten not only the stability of the
Middle East but world peace as well.

Thc Hawk and Redeye are by ne means
“modest” missile systems, as character-
ized by the administration. The Hawk
is a highly sophisticated weapon on a par
with the vaunted Soviet SA-6. Tt is th
basic air defense missile system used
the U.S. Army and Marines, and by seybn
NATO countries. It can be speedily sgt up
and fired from mobile carrie:s. Th olid-
bropeilant rocket. employing radgf hom-
ing, is exceptionally effective low al-
titudes, as well as at maxim tactical
heights, to a range of 22 mi

The Redeye is no less awgbome. Having
been provided to only aMandful of qur
closest and more stablefllies, the shoul-
der-fired Redeye antig#craft system pro-
vides excellent cm; age for advancing

S.

troops. ?

Hence, it is Eljd; that neither system
is a strictly defénsive weapon. Both are
designed to pfovide supplementary air
cover in syPport of mobile offensive
operations

;‘éONGRESS NEEDS FACTS

The Ebngress must have all the perti-
nent fcts so that it may decide whether

to. gipport a resolution of disappraval
bursuant to section 36(b) of the Foreign
Military Sales Act.

The administration response is incom-~

the standards required of a resolution of
inquiry. This situation is best illustrated
by the administration’s treatment of the
following: .

First, joint Jordanian-Syrian com-
mand;

Second, balance of power in the Mid-
dle East;

Third, commitment of U.S. production
capacity;

Fourth, control of access fe weapons;
and

Fifth. commissions and feag for ar-
ranging sale.

JOINT JORDANIAN-SYRIAN CONMMAND

Clear proof of the deceptive nature of
the administration letter can best be seen
in the answer to question 17 on Jorda-
nian joint military operations. The ad-
ministration response states:

At this moment we know of 0o plans for
the establishment of a Joint military com-
mand between Jordan and any cother coun-
try, and our decision to provide air defense
weapons to Jordan reduces that possibility.

That letter was dated June 25, 1975, a
full 13 days after Jordan and Syria an-
nounced just what the White House sald
they would not do—establish a perma-
nent Joint High Commission to coordi-
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nate political, economic, cultural
military policies.

This alliance rather than being rre-
vented by the sale of U.S. Hawk missiles
to Jordan was actually precipitated by
the wearons deal. The sale was mide
public on May 5. st 1 month and 1
week later, on Jupé 12, Jordan and Syria
sealed their allifnce. The answer is 1ot
simply inaceyrhate, but it is g case of he
White Housﬁ' deceiving itself, mislead ng

'g5s, or being woefully out of
M reality.

and

esslution of inquiry calls for any
writidn conclusions of the Departmentsy
efense and State with respect to the
act of the sale on the balance of
ower in the Middle East. It is essent al

-that Congress have the views of both of

these agencies. The administration re-
sponse na:rrawly discusses the sale’s r: le
in military relations between Israel aid
Jordan alsne. Surely the Defense Do-
pbartment considered the broader effect
of the Hzwk/Redeye sale. Manay ana-
lysts are convinced that but for the da-
cision to make such g sale, Jordan wou'd
aave been unable to conclude an agre -
ment for a joint military command wi h
Syria. Jordan could not have partici-
ated in anay plans for a united assault
+gainst Israel as long as its advanciz g
armies lacked air defense. Moreaover, tie
‘ale draws Jordan even further into ti e
vanks of the Arab confrontation stat g
ws the price Jordan must pay for tre
Saudi Arabian funds necessary to f -
slance the missile systems. It strair s
r redence to believe that the administrs -
tion failed to consider and provide fcr
rhese frigh-ening eventualities. The ad-
ministration respomnse is silent as t»
zaese basie issues.

COMMITMEMT OF T.S. DEFENSE PRODUCTION

CAPACITY

The resolution of inquiry requires th»
administration to furnish Congress witi1
the amount of private production of th:
Fawk necessary to meet the terms of thi:
sale contract. The Hawk is the principa!
surface-to-air defense missile of the U.S.
Army and Marines and the armed force.;
¢ seven NATO allies, There is evidenc:
that production of Hawks for Jordar
would seriously impede such procuctior
for vital Arierican security needs. The
administration failed to respond at al’
v:t this critisal point.

CONTROL OF ACCESS TO WEAPONE:

House Resolution 552 ealls for all writ-
tcn materia! pertaining to precautions
being taken to insure that access to the
missiles is rastricted to Jordanian per-
saanel

In response, the administration merely
reoites that a provision will be inserted
ir: the contract of sale which will have
tha effect of prohibiting the transfer of
title or possession of the Hawk. And it
then brushes that off by saying there is
o way to insure absolute compliance. No
m:iterial is provided with respect to any
further precautions. Has the administra-
ticn considered the possibility of a joint

rab military command under which
centrol of the Hawk system would Tall to
Syrians or even Palestiniang while title
would remair. with Jordan? Does the ad-~
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% jolnt military command between Jordan
and any other country, and our decision to
provide air defense weapons to Jordan re«
duces that possibility.

(18) The relevant portions of all agree-
ments, documents, letters, memorandums,
and sor other written material in the posses-

" sion of the executive branch which relate
to all contacts, In person or otherwise, be~
tween persofinel of the executive branch,
including employees of the State and Defense
Departments, and any representatives of pri-
vate industry with respect, directly or In-
directly, to- the Hawk missile sale. “Rep-
resentatives of private industry” includes,
but is not limited to, all Raytheon Company
employees and agents, all employees and
agents of manufacturers of components of
the Hawk missile system, and all employees
and agents of any finance Institution (in-
cluding finance institutions controlled or
affiliated with any foreign government).

The Department of the Army has not en-
tered Into any agreement with Raytheon
Company (the manufacturer of Hawk) rela-
tive to sale of the system to Jordan. Ray-
theon Conjpany. and other contractors have
furnished proposals for hardware in support
of this sale, and the data 1s included in the
U.8. Government’s offer. Only upon accep-
tance of the Letter of Offer will the De-
partment of the Army negotiate a contract
with representatives of private Iindustry.
There has been no discussion with U.S. fi~
naneclal institutions. As discussed earlier, the
Letter of Offer, if accepted, will be signed
by the Government of Jordan which will
then be held committed to meeting the fi-
nancial obligations of the contract, We do
not anticipate USG involvement in -Jor-
dan’s negotiations to secure funds to meet
these obligations.

Since the supply of Redeye missile system
to Jordan would be from existing US Army
assets, there would be no need for discus-
sions with or transmission of documents to
private Industry.

(19) The relevant portions of all agree-
ments, documents, letters, memorandums,
and sor other written material in the posses-
sion of the executive branch which relate
to all sales commissions or fees related, in
whole or in part, to the Hawk misslle sys-
tem sale, payable by any entity involved In
the sale to any person.

According to the Raytheon Company’s pro-
posal of June 9, 1975, it was stated that the
company has agreements with representa-
tives of Jordanian nsationality to pay a fee
of 2 percent of the contract price. This fee
is included in the proposal as 2 percent of
the “not to exceed” price. The names of per-
son or persons acting as representatives on
behalf of the Raytheon Company have nof
been furnished by the compsny. The ques-
tion of whether these costs, are properly
allowable or will be disallowed will be re-
soved by the contracting officer during con-
tract negotiations in accordance with appli-
able Armed Forces Procurement Regula-
tions.

There are -no fees involved in the Redeye
missile fransaction.

(20) With respect to the Redeye antiair-
craft missile system, all of the information
sought by this resolution with respect to
the Hawk missile system.

p Redeye system haa been an-

INTRODUCTION OF THE OFFICIAL
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1975

(Mr. KASTENMEIER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr, Speaker, in
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1973 I was Joined by a number of my
colleagues in introducing the OQfficial
Accountability Act, the result of sub-
stantial research into how to adequately
provide a means of monitoring and con-
trolling the acts of our civilian officials
who were responsible for those activities
In Southeast Asia which gave rise to
worldwide protest as being outside the
acceptable conduct of war.

Today, I am again introducing this

proposal with the hope that its passage”

would fulfill the pledge that our Gov-
ernment has made to hold its own offi-
cials responsible for their role in the con-
duct of our foreign policy and in our
role in military conflicts as we have done
to officials of other nations, most nota-
bly after World War Il

In the last year or two it has become
clear that this measure would also ap-
ply to situations which have come to
the forefront of national concern-—it
would outlaw the kind of actlvities at-
tributedd to the Central Intelligence
Agency which have recently come under
serious scrutiny——subversion of foreign
governments with which we were not at
war and attempted assassinations. Just
recently, the CIA’s role in the overthrow
of the Allende government in Chile has
become all too painfully clear. This act
would subject those officials responsible
for ordering or actually commiting scts
of subversion or assassination to eriminal
sanctions and imprisonment.

It 1s a strong bill and one which is
based on the premise that we need a
method of forcing the individual officials
within our Government to assume a
greater and more carefully defined re-
sponsibility for their acts and for the
policies they advance in the name of the
people of the United States. We must
relearn the lesson our forefathers taught
us—+that, unchecked power leads to arro-
gance and arrogance to tyranny.

The recent history of U.S. involvement
abroad illusirates the necessity for a re-
assertion of legal limitations on clvilian
and military officials in matters of war
and peace.

The United States, historically, has
been in the forefront of efforts to fashion
legal limitation on recourse to war by

nations. After World War I this concern’

was expressed in the Kellogg-Briand
Pact which outlawed war as an “instru-
ment of national policy,” and which
sealed the fate of the Nuremberg defend-
ants. At the end of World War II, the
Congress, the Executive, and the public
insisted that violations of the laws of
war be tried and punished in courts of
law. The Nuremberg and Tokyo trials,
the charter of the United Nations, the
attempts to enact a code of war crimes—
all reflected an "impetus provided by
American leaders.

These efforts were undertaken by some
of the most experienced statesmen and
politicians, Although critics charged that
idealism and vengeance were the pri-
mary motivations, the fact was that our
leaders were guided by the most prag-
matic considerations. They realized that
if war were to be proscribed, leaders and
bureaucrats would have to be held re-
sponsible for their acts. Robert Jackson,
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the Chief Counsel for thre United States
at the Palace of Justice in Nuremberg,
summarized this view:

The ultimate step in avoiding periodic
wars which are inevitable in a system of in-
ternational lawlessness is to make statesmen
regsponsible to law.

'This tradition was only interrupted by
the cold war and the creation of the na-
tional security system.

This bill establishes a code of legal re-
sponsibility for civilian officials charged
with the operation of national security
policy. It does so by incorporating the
international laws and customs of war-—
to which this Nation already subscribes——
into the Federal Criminal Code, and by
establishing an institutional mechanism
for the investigation and prosecution of
violations of those laws. It, in essence,
reiterates and strengthens our national
commitment to lawful international be-
havior. To the international community,
it uphoplds the principle of symmetry—
declaring that the standards to which
the United States has held the leaders of
other mnations accountable shall be
equally applicable to the policymakers of
this Nation. To the American public, it
asserts the principle of official account-
ability—insuring that executive officials
are responsible to the limitations of laws
passed by the Congress.

There are at present no operative legal
mechanisms by which civilian officials
may be clearly charged with and prose-
cuted for violations of the laws of war.
Members of the Armed Forces are held
responsible under the Uniform Code of
Military Justice, but civilian officials re-
main legally unaccountable. In an era
in which civilian strategists increasingly
rlan a more active role in devising and
directing military operations, this im-
balance can result in the conviction
of an enlisted man for implementing an
illegal plan devised by an unaccountable
civilian official. ‘'This bill would meet the
pledge made at Geneva and redress this
basic imbalance. It would make it far
more likely that the United States would
once again practice the restraints which
its international treaties proclaim.

The weapons and strategies the mili-
tary employed in Indochina were deter-
mined by the legally constituted heads
of our civilian Government. We carpet-
bombed North Vietnam, blasted forests,
jungles, rice paddies, towns, and villages
In South Vietnam and Cambodia, spewed
flaming napalm on both friend and foe,
defoliated hundreds of square miles of
Asis, herded millions of people about the
country like cattle, and crushed and
made governments at will, because the
Presidents of the United States either
initiated or approved the use of these
strategies of war in that land. Rarely
has there been any evidence that the
military of the United States violated
any instructions of the administration
in power regarding limitations on the
use of weapons or the strategies to be
employed.

. As I noted, there is no operative legal
standard at present by which civilian
strategists—bureaucrats and officials—
are clearly accountable. When no one is
accountable for a crime, crime does pay.
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maintain its Wpse ties ta the U.S. The Presi-
dent approved Wge State Department recom-
mendation for tMfdispatch of the air defense
anrvey team to JoMgan.

{5} Whether and@gvhen the request was
referred to the systeMg project manager of
a military sevice, and § recorded conclu-
sions of that marager h respect to the
sale, inc.uding conelusion¥y to price, de-
fiverv dale, and private ind®ry production

needs, together with any rec of the fac-
tors and considerations thfg manager
brought to bear in making th&gg conclu-
SIONS. g

Bacause of its complexity, the Joanian
request for air defsnse weapons was (galu-
ated on the technical level by a team ORfgex-
perts from the Services under the ausp
of the Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

air defense posture to assist in reaching de-
cisions on appropriate US assistance to Jor-
«dan in this area. The team, representing all
Service views, surveyed the Jordanian re-
quirements, analyzed the nature and ade-
guacy of air defenses in Jordan in February
1974, and outlined options for an air de-
frnge system. The team's report described
tne estimated price and availibilty of the
pertinent US weapons, the military impact
o7 each omn=ion on neighboring countries, and
the reguirements for training and follow-on
maintenance. In developing this information
the team maintained contacts and obtained
requisite information from appropriate
logistical sgencies and systems managers
within the military Services.

{8} Whether and when a price and ad-
visability statement was vprepared by the
systems project mannger with respect to the
requested =ale. and the eontents of that
statement.

ANSWER

Price and availability data, and suitability
of Hawk. Redeye and other weapons systems
were considered by aspropriate Service rep-
resentatives, Including project _managers.
Some changes in price and availability have
taken nlace since the original analysis.

i{7) Wheter the statement referred to in
paragraph (#) was presented to the Govern-
ment of Jordan, and any reactions of that
Government to the statment?

ANSWER

During the regular conference between US
and Jordanian military representatives held
in early 1975, US offic al briefed representa-
tives ot the .Jordanian Armed Forces on the
findings of ~he air defense team. As a re-~
sult of this disenssion the Jordanians made
soma& minor refinemerts in their proposed
air-defense package. ard confirmed their de-
sire to purchase Hawk, Redeye and other air
defense weapnns,

{8) The identity of any other person or
persons in the Exerutive Branch, including
{ne President the Sec-etaries of State and
Defense, and any memter or members of the
Tateragency Security Assistance Program Re-
view Commitiee, who evaluated the request,
when each such evalustion was made, and
any recorded coneclusions of each evaluating
person as fo the potential impact of the re-
quested sale an the balince of power in the
Middle East, relations with Israel, the defense
of Tsrael and Israeli-adwinistered territory,
relations hetween Jordar: and the Arab states,
relations between Jordan and the Soviet
finion, relations betwean Jordan and the
Palestinians. the political stability of Jor-
“nn, including the maintenance in power of
e Hussein regime. ancd the economic con-
‘itions in Jordan,

As noted in the replv to griestion num-
ner four, 1actors such as balance of power in
~he Middle Fast, relations with Israel, ete.,
vete all considered as part of the process of
waching a final decision on the offer of air
Jlefense weaponry to Jordan. These factors
were analyzed by the appropriate govern-
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mental agencies. The President made tho
final decision on the offer of air defen:«
weapons to Jordan based on the comment:
and recommendations of his principal ne-
tional security advisers.

{8) The contents of any letter of offer pre-
pared with respect to the requested sale, an<
whether such a letter of offer was presented
to the Government of Jordan, together witl
any reactions of that Government to an:
such letter so presented.

ANSWER

The Letter of Offer wil! consist of the
standard legal Conditions which outline the
liabilities and agreements between the pur-
chaser and the United States Government
pursuant to the Foreign Military Sales Act.
as amended. The Letter of offer will also list

B major items together with all supporting
ieam was rvequired to conduct an analysis®g

vased on in-county examination of Jordan’s -

gquipment necessary for making the system
erational by quantity, estimated price and
d@very commitment time frame and tech-
ni information essential for complete un-~
derstgnding of the implementation phase of
the calg after acceptance. The Letter of Offer
has notet been completed and has not been
presenteco the Congress.or the Government
of Jordan.¥%gherefore no react:on to its con-
tents has be\g received.

(10) The dgils of any financing arrange-
ments made by¥ordan for such sale, includ-
ing sources of fUMids, cash. and credit terms.
and any other exPfgit or implicit conditions
of finanheing.

The financial arr®ggement between the
United States Governi¥gnt and the Govern-
ment of Jordan will be Batered on the Letter
of Offer as a dependable dertaking in ac-
cordance with Chapter 2 @ection 22 of the
Foreign Military Sales Act, M amended. Un-
der these terms the Governiignt of Jordan
makes a irm commitment to pdgthe full cost
ol the contract and to make ailable all
necessary funds in such amounts 8ad at such
times as demanded by the Depa ent of
Defense. Jordan has not requested d the
USG has not offered either grant oferedit
assistance for the purchase of air d&ense
weapons. The Administration underst#gds
that Jordan can expect assistance %D
friendly Arab governments in fnancing t
Hawk and Redeye purchases.

(11) At what point, if any, the sale is to
be referred to the Congress pursuant to the
provisions of the Foreign Military Sales Act,
as amended.

The Letter of Offer is curently being staffed
within the Executive Branch It s antici-
pated that this staffing will be completed in
time for the proposed Letter of Offer to be
reported to Congress sometime late in July
or early August.

(12) The detailed substance «f the com-
munication (and its date) of the favorable
dispositicn of the Government of the United
States toward the requested sale, and wheth-
er any conditions were placed by the United
States on the making public of the fact or
substance of such communication

On April 15. the President approved the
recommendation of the Department of State
and Defense that the US agree, in principal,
to sell the HAWK system, as well as other air
defense weapons, to Jordan. Our Ambassador
in Amman communicated this decision to
King Hussein prior to his visit t¢ Washing-
ton.

By the time of King Hussein's visit to
Washington in April 1975, the Jordanians had
submitted their final requirements to the
Department of Defense. The President took
the Jordanian assessment of its require-
ments into account in making the final de-
cision to provide air defense equipment and
training to Jordan, including the HAWK
and REDEYE, This decision was communi-
cated to King Hussein during his visit on
April 29.

The USG placed no conditions upon mak-
ing it public (see question 13}.

(13) The date and substance of the first
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annoimcement by the United States Gov\:
érnment of the sale, and the recorded con-
clusions, if any, of the executive branch as
to the effect of such announcemen?! on
United States relations with Israel and Jor-
danian relations with the United States the
Soviet Union, other Arab States, and the
Palestinisns.

The air defense decision was not an-
nounced, since we do not as a matter of ,zen-
eral policy announce decisions to pro:eed
with preparation of a Letter of Offer. In early
May the Department of State did respon i to
questions from the press about the sal: of
alr defense weapons to Jordan by noiing
that, in the Department's view, the sai: of
such weapons would not upset the balan: - of
power in the region.

(14) A description of the function, jur-
pose, mode of operation, and offensive .ind
defensive capabilities of each of the p:in-
cipal components of the Hawk and Redaye
missile systems will be provided separat ly.
011 request. in classified form.

(15) The identities of those nations to
which the United States has furnished, o1 tc
which the United States has made a com-
mitment to furnish, directly or indirec ly.
each of the components referred to in pa a-
graph (14).

The following countries have been p o~
vided with the Hawk Missile Systein: Israel.
Greece, Iran, Korea, Taiwan, Japan, Kuw:it,
Spain (under Foreign Military Sales pio-
cedures); Saudi Arabia, Belgium, the Neti-
erlands, Federal Republic of (Jerma:y.
France, Italy, Sweden and Denmark (un:er
commercial contract).

The United States has agreed to furn::h
the Redeye system to the following countris
besides Jordan: Israel, Australia, Swedea,
Greece, Federal Republic of Germany & d
Denmark.

(16) The relevant portions of al agre -
nents, docunients, letters, memorandun =,
wmd/or other written material in “he po -
ession of the executive branch which re-
late to all precautions being taken to ir-

ure that access to the Hawk migsile systen:,
ud to techrical informartion about :ts comn:-
ronents, whether sold or given to Jordai.
vves not extend, directly or indirectly, be-
<ond Jordanian personnel.
%. Thie proposad LOA for the Hawk missile sy--
‘g will contatn a standard provision whic
ies out the intent of section 3(a’. of tix
- M®A. This provision states that hone o

1o Qefense articles, components, associate:
~juipfgent, or technical informaticn pr
~.ded der the sales agreement can bn

rransfergd to any persoh, organization,

ciher go nment without the written con-
+ nt of theyIsG.
Moreover,  DOD carefully evaluates a

Iotential re§pient country’s ability tc
1:aintain the Meurity of US-supplied equip-~
nwent, and the @biilty to provide such se-
¢ .rity is requiredbefore sales are made.

(17) The relevdgt portions of all agree-
n::nts, docuraents§letters, memorandums,
a:d/or other writtel} material in the pos-
sension of the execulve branch which re-
lete to all precautionk being taken to in-
sure that neither the Rawk missile system
nas any of its compone®s falls under the
ccramand, directly or indi¥ectly, in whole or
in part, of other than Jordgnian personnel.
including -any steps whicl{ are being or
w.iich shall be taken to prevépt the conclu-
sir:1 of agreements for joint Ypllitary com-
m:.nd between Jordan and any oNaer country.

‘he no~transfer provisions dgscribed in
question (16) would prohibit Jorganian air
de:2nse equipment supplied by the US from
coiiing under the command of othgr than
Jo~ianian personnel. There is, of courge, no
way to ensure absolutely that Jordan will
coriiply with US laws under all conditions.
However, the Jordanian record of compli-
an:2 has.been-excellent. At this moment we
know of no plans for the establishment nf
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And in the last 10 years, war crimes in
Indochina paid off daily in promotions
for managers at all levels of the U.S. bu-
reaucracy of death while the only pay-
off for the citizens of Southeast Asia was
death and devastation. Clearly, the time
is past due when we should lay out a
very different framework within which
our officials operate—one that insists
that certain things are, indeed, not per-
missible, We must insure that we will no
longer face situations where the prac-
tices of war would be affected most pro-
foundly by what a military commander
or g civilian strategist could get away
with at a particular time.

This bill seeks to take a first step to.
a return to accountability. It amends
title 18 to provide for national security
crimes—taking as its guide those stand-
ards to which this country is already
committed and which it has already ap-
plied to the behavior of others. The pro-
visions prohibit the waging of aggressive
war, and the commission of war crimes—
murder, torture, destruction not justified
by military necessity, and bombing of
civilian populations. The bill establishes
an independent legal office for national
security affairs—modeled after the
General Accounting Office—which is em-
powered to investigate and, if necessary,
prosecute violations of this act.

This Nation was founded on the prin-
ciple that every citizen and official is
responsible to law. To be free entails
that one must also accept responsibility
for his actions. To be freely governed,
we must hold strictly accountable those
entrusted with leadership. Either there
will be a rule of responsibility or there
will be a rule of irresponsibility—by offi-
cials who feel themselves beyond the
law, and above the law.

It is time to return to our traditions,
to search for moral guidelines and legal
principles which will reassert the notions
of law, personal responsibility and peace-
ful relations upon which our Nation was
founded. We in the Congress must now
begin a slow process of postwar recon-
struction. ) )

It is to strengthen that principle that
I introduce this bill which simply re-
quires what every American must de-
mand that no person be above the law
because of the loftiness of their position,
the depth of their wealth, or the stealth
of their actions.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this
opportunity to include at this point a
memorandum in explication of the bill
which offers a more detailed analysis of
its background and contents:
MEMORANDUM IN EXPLICATION OF THE OFFICIAL

ACCOUNTABILITY ACT
Section 2

Section 2 outlines the purposes and justi-
fications for the proposed bill. The primary
function of the bill is to reassert a national
commitment to lawful international hehav-
tor by incorporating the international laws
and customs of war into the federal code,
and establishing an institutional mechanism
for the investigation of, and possible prose-
cution of, violations of those laws,

Historleally, the United States has led the
attempt to fashion legal limitations on re-
course to war as an instrument of national
policy. After World War II, this historical
tradition found expression in the insistence
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of the Congress, the President, and the
American public that violations of the ac-
cepted norms of international behavior be
punished in. courts of law. The post-war tri-
bunals were convened not merely in a spirlt
of vengeance, but -in the hope that lawful
behavior could be enforced upon national
policy~-makers in the future, Robert Jackson,
at the iime Chilef Counsel for the United
States at the Palace of Justice in Nurem-
berg, stated the prevailing sentiment that,
“(t)he wultimate step in avoiding periodic
wars which are inevitable in a system of
international lawlessness is to make states-
men resporisible to law.” He therefore an-
nounced that it was the view of the Uniled
States that “(w)hile this law is first applied
agalnst German aggressors, if 1t is to serve
any useful purpose 1t must condemn aggres-
slon by any other nations, including those
which sit here now in judgment.”?

This historic Inltiative was stalled by the
ohstacles of the Cold War. For the United
States, the post-war years featured the
growth of Executive license in the manage-
ment of forelign and roilitary policies. A re-
sult of this internal lack of accountability
was an increasing disregard for restraints of
international laws, most of which were Con-
gressionally mandated. .

With this bill, the Congress would reassert
its power to pass laws which regulate the
behavior o2 Executive ofliclals, and would
reiterate the national commitment to law-
ful international behavior. Substantively,
the blll expresses two fundamental prinei-
ples. To the International community, it up-
holds the principle of symmetry—declaring
that the standards to which the United
States has held the leaders of other nations
accountable shall be eqgually applicable to
the policy-malkers of this nation. To the
American public, 1t asserts the principle of
official accountability—insuring that Execu-
tive officlals are responsible to the limita-
tions of laws passed by the Congress.

The mnecessity for such legislation isg clear.
The Genevea Conventions of 1948 which have
been ratified by the Senate contain the com-
mon pledge that:

“The High Contracting Parties undertake
to enact any legislation necessary to provide
effective penal sanctlons for persona com-
mitting, or ordering to be committed, any
of the grave breaches of the present Conven-
tion defined in the following Article.

“Fach High Contracting Party shall be
under the obligation to search for persons
alleged to have committed or ordering to be
committed, such grave breaches, and shall
bring such persons, rgardless of their
nationality. before its own courts . . .”32

In spite of this pledge, there are at present
no operative legal mechanisms by which ci«
villan officials may be clearly charged with
and prosecuted for violations of the laws of
war. Members of the Armed Forces are held
responsible under the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice, but civilian officials remain
legally unsccountable. In an era in which
clvilian strateglsts increasingly play a more
active role in devising and directing military
operations, this imbalance can result in the
conviction of an enlisted man for imple-
menting an illegal plan devised by an unac-
countable civilian offlcial. This bill would
meet the pledge made at Geneva and redress
this basic imbalance. It would make it far
more likely that the United States would
nnce again practice the restraints which its
internatioral treaties proclaim,

TITLE I
Section 2551. Persons subfect to this part

This section defines the class of persons
covered by the proposed bill. Under its pro-
visions, all civillan federal employees would
be covered. Moreover, persons receiving com-

( Footnotes st end of article.
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pensation fronf the U.S. under contract or
subcontract are also covered.

Section 2552. Prohibitions

Section 2552 outlines the laws and customs
of war to which officlals will be held ac-
countable. The general language of 2552(b)
incorporates the laws and customs of war
which the United States recognizes as a
member of the international community.
The listing of some violations with specificity
in 2552 (b)(1-2) and (c) (1-5) is therefore
not intended to be comprehensive., The Dbill
assumes, as the post-war tribunals assumed,
that the conventional and customary laws of
war are sufficlently clear to make specific
drafting of every standard unnecessary. This
position was affirmed by the Supreme Court
in the case of in re Yamashita 327 U.S. 1. In
taking an oath of allegiance to the laws and
Constitution of the United States, federal
employees already pledge themselves to fol-
low such norms.

Section 2552 (a) proscribes.wars of aggres-
sion and wars in violation of international
treaties or agreements. The langusage paral-
lels that of Principle VIa(l) of the Nurem-
berg Principles, and adheres to the funda-
mental distinction between wars of aggres-
sion and defensive wars.

Modern American support for this prin-
ciple may be traced to a Senate Resolution
introduced by Senator William Borah, form-
erly Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relsa.-
tions Committee. The resolution declared
that “It is the view of the Senate of the
United States that war between nations
should he outlawed as an institution or
means for the settlement of international
controversies by making it a public crime
under the law of nations. . . .”3 The direct
result of this resolution was the Kellogg-
Briand Pact of Paris of 1928 which outlawed
war as an “instrument of national policy.”
and specified that such war is “illegal in in-
ternational law.”

In the aftermath of World War II, the dis-
tinction between aggressive and defensive
war was once again asserted. Fifteen German
leaders and twenty-four Japanese leaders
were found guilty of waging a war of ag-
gression and held criminally liable’s At the
initiative of the United States In 1945, the
General Assembly of the United Nations
unanimously aflirmed ‘“‘the principles of in-
ternational law recognized by the Charter
of the Nuremberg Tribunal” in Resolution
95 (I). At the c¥ection of the membership
of the United Nations, the International Law
Commission formulated the principles of
Nuremberg in 1950. One of them sum-
marized the proscription against wars of ag-
gresslon, declaring such war to be a “crime
against peace.” ¢

The same fundamental commitment to
peaceful resolution of international conflicts
is reflected in the United Nations Charter.
Article 2(4) of the Charter provides that
“All Members sheall refrain In their inter-
national relations from the threat or use of
force against the territorial integrity or polit-
ical independence of any state, or in any
other manner inconsistent with the purposes

-of the United Nations.” 7 Article 51 declares
that “Nothing in the present Charter shall
impair the inherent right of individual or
collective self-defense, If an armed attack
occurs against a Member of the United Na-
tions . . .” Section 2562(a) therefore merely
codifies a distinction and standard to which
the United States 1s already commitied, and
to which it has already held others accounta-
ble.

The Section forbids planning of or prep-
aration for a war of aggression as well as
its initiatlon or waging. This follows the
Nuremberg standard which outlawed “plan-
ning, preparation, initiation or waging of a

~war of aggression.” This standard 18 cru-
cially important in deterring wars. Plans or
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preparations for aa aggressive war create
w1 bhirent to which the target state must re-
snond if its leaders are responsible. That
sponse  3ets in motion the deteriorating
spiral of threat and counter-threat which
ulfein resulcs in war. The state which under-
inkes the initial planning or preparation
ittust sherefore be held legally responsible.
MNaedless 10 say, the section does not outlaw
~ontingency planning for defensive reac-
HOons to the aggressive acis of other states.

Hectfion 2852(b) proscribes violations of
the iaws and customs of war, enacting the
siandards which govern behavior once armed
~ontiict has been iritiated. As demonstrated
i Lhe post-war triils, this generic category
i5 & term ol art in iaternational law defining
wal crimes generaly recognized by the in-
izrnational community. All such crimes are
ovohibited under this paragraph even if not
included in the listing of 7T002(b) (1-3). Un-
ey Article 1. Section 8, Clause 10, of the Con-
stitution. Congress is empowered to “define
siid punish . . . offenses against the law of
wations.” This does not mean that in every
ase Congress must codify that law or mark
5 recice boundaries before prescribing
vunishments for infractions thereof. In Ex
purte uirin, the Court found that by a
reference in the Fifteenth Article of War to
“otlenders or offenses that . . . by the law of
war may de triable by such military com-~
wissions” ., . Congress had “exercised its
authority to define and punish offenses
against the law of nitions by sanctioning . .

i the tyial of persons| for offenses which, ac-
rording to the rules and precepts of the law
of natwong . and more particularly the law of
war, are cognizable ., .” 317 U.S. 1, 28 (19842).

Saction 7002(b) (1) prohibits inhumane
treatment of prisolers of war or civilian
populavions in other nations. Protection of
vivilian persons in time or was is governed
orimarty by the provisions of the Geneva
Convention Relativez to the Protection of
ivilian Persons in 7'ime of War of 12 August
13149 (hereinafter referred to as the Geneva
Convention Civilians),

Ariticle 4 of that conventiom—an article
common to all of the conventions of 1949—
taandaies humane treatment for all “(p)er-
sons taking no activ: part in the hostilities.”
1 furvherance of tnais standard, the article
proscripes the following actions among
Ghhei "Violence to life and person. in par-
ticidar murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
ireatment and torture; taking of hostages;
vutrages upon personal digntby . . .” This
guaraniee extends to all noncombatants “at

e and 1 any place whatsoever.”
‘¥ of tre Geneva Convention-
115 prohibit “individual or mass forci-
hie transfers as well as deportation,” from
tiz “seoupied territery to the territory of the
Cxeunving Power | | 7 Article 147 defines as
yrave breaches” nnumerous acts including,
ier aiia. “wilful killing, tortwre or in-
human treatment, . unlawful deportation
or unilawfrl confine nent.”
I"x ainie VIib of the Nuremberg Principles
+ following acts among others as
[ ‘murder, ill-treatment or depor-
a1 Lo giave-labor or for any other purpose
viliar populations of or in occupied

provisions are recogniwed as govern-
ing ihe actions of American forces in the
ilustrated by the Department of
#igld Monuel on the Law of Land
Saetion T002(b) (1) thus merely
rizes conventional laws alreadyv appli-
the United States.
o 4652(b) (2) prohibits pillage and
uifustitied destruction of public or private
vioperty. Pillage has been specifically out-
fawed in Articles 28 and 47 of the Hague
venniion No, IV of 18 October 1807 Re-
snecting the Laws and Customs of War on
fand ﬂ‘d t;he Annet, embodying the Regu-

-<J‘r‘w al end of article.

It
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lations Respecting the Laws and Customs
of War on Land (hereinafter referred to as
the Hague Regulations) * Article 33 of the
Geneva Convention-Clvilians reiterates the
proscription: paragraphs 47. 272 and 397 oi
the Field Manual refiect Amnerican recog-
nition.

The general prohibition ot destruction not
justified by military necessity is based upon
both the distinction between unlawful and
lawful objectives and the principle of pro-
portionality. The former is derived ‘rom the
declaration of Article 22 of the Hague Regu-
lations that ‘“the belligerernts have not an
unlimited right as to the means they adopt
for injuring the enemy,” an assertion which
applies both to weapons used and methods of
fighting adopted.!

Essentially, the distinction between law-
ful and unlawful objlectives seeks to protect
civilians and institutions of a civilian nature
from destruction during time of war. Thus.
Article 25 of the Hague Regulations prohibits
the “attack or bombardment, by whatever
means, of towns. villages. dweilings or bulld-
ings which are undefended.” American rec-
ognition of the distinetion i illustrated by
the Army Field Manual which provides that
bombardments from the air of combatant
troops, defended places, or other legitimate
military objectives are not prohibited.

1t has been suggested that the massive
bombing and devastation wrought- during
World War II, the Korean War and the Viet-
nam War erased the distinction in practice.
However, in each of these confiicts, the bei-
ligerents on both sides continually reasserted
their adherence to this fundamental distine-
tion, and sought to justify their actions
within its limitations. It is now generally
accepted that international practice since
Wworid War II has demonsirated that the
opinto juris concerning the legal distinction
between lawful and unlawful objectives is
indeed permanent.

‘I'he distinction between law‘ul and unlaw-
rul objectives is important because it limits
the notion of military necesgity. There can
be no attacks upon unlawfu! objettives even
if justitied by the most dire military straits.
As the Nuremberg Military Tribuna! stated:

“1t is an essence of war that one or the
other side must lose, and the experienced
generals and statesmen knew this when they
drafted the rules and customs of land war-
fare. In short these rules and customs of
warfare are designed specifically for ali
phuses of warfare. They comprise the law for
such emergency. To claim that they can be
wantonly—and at the sole discretion of one
belligerent—disregarded when he considers
his own situation to be critical, means noth-
ing more or less than to abrogate the laws
and customs of war entirely.:t

1'he notion of military necessity therefore
is acceptable only within the limitations of
law and refers only to the destruction of
lawful tarpets. Lawful objectives may be
destroved in accord with military necessity.
This limit of proportionality seeks to lessen
unnecessary human suffering and material
destruction. Thus, Article 23g of the Hague
Regulations prohibits the destruction or
seizure of ‘‘the enemy’s proper:.y. unless such
destruclion or seizure be unnerafively de-
manded by the necessities of war.” Article
53 of the Geneva Conventinn-Civilians pro=
hibits any destruction of renl or personal
property belonging to “private persons, or to
the State, or to other public authorities or

to social or cooperative assorintions . . . ex-
cept where such destruction is -endered abso-
lutely necessary by militarv eoerations.” This

priuciple of proportionality :s also incorpo-
rated in the Army Field Manual.’® Principle
VIb of the Nuremberg Princirles defines as
a war crime. the “plunder of rublic or private
property, wanton destruction of cities. towns
or villages, or devastation not justified by
inilitary necessity.” Thus 3/hi - 2) also would
enact a principle fo which the United States

July 1825
already subscribes and to which it has already
held other officials of other nations accot nt-
able.

Section 2552(b)(2) also proaibits in-
humsane treatment of prisoners of war. Eoth
the Hague Regulations and the Geneva Con-
vention Relative to the Treatment of ¥ris-
onerg of War (hereinafter referred to as the
Geneva Convention-Prisoners) have ex en-
sive and detailed provisions concerning the
treatment, of prisoners of war. The langt age
of this paragraph is intended to incorpa ate
thosa provisions.

Tt should be noted that under the Ge: evu
Convention. even those members of resist-
ance naovements and insurgencies who - ia-
late the standards of military orzanizaiion
(r.g., wearing a distinctive uniform or :igr
recognizable at a distance) are accorded the
minimum protections of Article 3. This a-ti-
cla prescribes-humane treatment for all rer-
=ons "“takiag no active part in the hostilifies
ircluding members of armed forces who have
laid down their arms .. .”

In the post-World War II trials. moreaver,
American authorities defined as a hijor
offender in post-war Germany anyone "vho
*iz3 responsible for outrages, pillaging, de-
portations or other acts of brutality, eve if
committed in fighting against resistznce
movements.” 1% A student of this period has
noted that the American representat ves
“promulgated the view in Germany that re-
sistance movements had to be treated vith
the same attention to rules of war as arriies
in ‘proper’ insignia and badge.” * Thus the
provisions of Section 2552(b) (2) reflect the
standards enforced by American suthorisles
in post-war Germany.

Sectlon 2552(c) lists specific acts as vicla-
tions of the laws and customs of war wnd
of this bill. The section does not purport to
be comprehensive, but merely to indicate
some acts which should not be condoned “'n-
der this bill.

Paragraph 1 of Section 2252(c) prohilits
thie bombing of civilian populations for he
purpose of terrorizing. Paragraph 2 of Sac-
tion 25562(cy prohibits the destruction of
crops or livestock or natural habitat uniess
imperatively demanded by the necessi ies
of war.

Hoth of these paragraphs elaborate he
distinctior. between lawful and unlawful
objectives which was discussed in refere:ice
w 2552(b) (2). Needless to say, bombings of
clvililtan populations for the purpose of tar-
rorizing are unlawful objectives in arned
cestflict.

The limitation on the destruction of prp-
erty has two major applications. First, it
(1mits the property which can be exprorri-
ated, converted or desiroyed in the condriict
of military operations (e.g., troop maneuvi rs,
constructicn of bases, placement of air
3trips), requiring that such usage be h:ld
to a strict and imperative minimum.

Second, it limits targets which may les ti-
mately be destroyed In an enemy couniry
Enemy crops and livestock are not leo
mate miiltary targets. To include them 3

such would legitimatize the mass starvat. on
of civilian populations. Agriculture is the e-
fore considered a civilian nccupation  in
which prisoners of war may lawfully be r ut
to work) under Article 50 of the Geneva C: n-
vention-Prosoners. Any destruction of the
natural habitat must be imperatively ce-
manded bv a military necessity, a stard-
ard which at the very minimum reauirs. a
close connection between the “destruction of
property ard the gvercoming of the enem: =
umy_" i

Section 2552(c)(3) prohibits the ov, i-
throw of the leadership of another nation oy
forre, violence or bribery. Nonintarventin
in the internal affairs of other siates Fas
been a principle constantly supported oy
American leaders. While one may questirn
the desirab lity of total nonintervention, t1-is
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paregraph prohibits only unilateral Inter-
vention by force or bribery for the purpose
of overthrowing the leadership of another na-
tion, it is well within the minimally ac-
cepted international prineiple of noninter-
vention. The Charter of the United Nations
provides that “All Members shall refrain in
their international relations from the threat
or use of force against the territorial in-
tegity or political independence of any state,
or any manner inconsistent with the FPur-
poses of the United Nations.”® The unilat-
eral use of force, threat of force, or bribery
to overthrow a government may be consid-
ered an act of war. Therefore, Section 2552
(c) (3) falls well within the limitations of
the internationsl rule,

Section 2552(c) (4) prohibits the use of
biological weapons in any form. The use of
weapons is governed by the general interdic-
tion of the Hague Regulations that “the right
of belligerents to the conflict to adopt means
of injuring the enemy is not unlimited.” Blo-
logical weapons were included in the pro-
hibitions of the Geneva Protocol of 1925
which was signed on behalf of the United
States but has not yet been ratified by the
Senate. By December 1969, elghty-four states
had ratified it.20 In December, 1969, the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations passed
a resolution declaring that the Geneva Pro-
tocol ‘‘embodies the generally recognized
rules of international law prohibiting the use
in international armed conflicts of all bio-
logical and chemical instruments of war-
fare.” 2 Indeed, virtually every student of the
law agrees that the prohibitions formulated
in the Protocol have been transformed into a
rule of international customary law. No state
has ever claimed the right to use biological
or bacteriological weapons. The United States
has repeatedly affirmed Its agreement with
the objectives of the Protocol. In ‘Noveniber,
1969, President Nixon announced that “The
TUnited States shall renounce the use of lethal
biological agents and weapons and all other
methods of biological warfare.” Section 2552
(c) (4) merely reaflirms this pledge and as-
sociates the Congress with 1t.2*

Section 2552(c) (B) proscribes agreements
between federal officials and private individ-
uals or associations to achieve indirectly what
is prohibited in the bill. This prohibition of
the use of civillan deputies adheres to the
standard applied In the post-war tribunals2®

Section 2652(d) lsts the sources of Inter-
national laws which are incorporated into
the criminal code by this Bill. The list re-
flects a commitment by the United States to
adhere to and enforce those standards which
the United States and the international com-
munity as a whole have established for in-
ternational behavior. It also expresses a will-
ingness to apply the laws enforced in the
post-war period on officials of other countries
to American officials,

Section 2253. Defense of superior

Section 2253 (a) provides that superior or-
ders are not a defense to the commission of
a war crime. The wording here simplifies the
Army Field Manual’s elaboration on the
Nuremberg Principle, but retains its concern
for an objective standard of knowledge and
responsibility 2+

Section 2253(b) reiterates Principle IIT of
the Nuremberg Principles, incorporated in
paragraph 510 of the Army Field Manual, and
removes official immunity from those ofiicials
who commit war crimes.*

Section 2254. Sanctions

The sanctions reflect the need to punish
those who violate minimal standards of be-
hevior in the management of national se-
curity policy. Crimes against the peace and
war crimes are among the most fundamental
violations of the social order proscribed by
the law. The seriousness of the defense need
not be measured by the severity of punish-
ment. Rather the enforcement process itself
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should serve the purpose of publicly con-
demning such acts.

Therefore the penalties listed here are not
severe, Provision is made for offenders, Such
s sentence seeks to reintegrate the offender
with the social order at a different level. An
offender might be sentenced to serve as a
health alde in a hospital. He becomes reac-
quainted with social tles and norms at an
immediate and human level. Such service
will rid him of the insulation end arro-
gance which led him to ignore the funda-
mental dictates of humeanity.

TITLE II: ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT

Section 3101 and 3102 establish the Legal
Office of Natlonal Security Affairs which, like
the General Accounting Offce, is to be inde-
pendent of the executive departments.

The National Security Solicitor and As-
sistant Solicitor are to be appointed by the
Presldent with the advice and consent of the
Senate as mandated by Article II, Section 2
of the Constitution. Their term of office mir-
rors that of the Comptroller General. fec-
tion 3102(b) (3) provides that either may be
removed by a concurrent resolution which
cannot be vetoed by the President. This pro-
vision is Intended to protect agalnst the
gelection of a Solicitor who feels indebted
and responsible to the President. It seeks
tb increase the Solicitor’s independence from
the President and emphasize his responsi-
bility to the Congress. The Congress has an
unquestionable power to pass an act which
permits repeal of an action by the President
(in this case the appointment) by concur-
rent resolution. Section 3102(c) (1) and (2)
make provision for the pay and retirement of
the Solicitor and Deputy Solicitor, making
these simllar to that of the Comptrolier Gen-
eral and the Assistant Comptroller,

Section 3103 outlines the authority of the
Solicttor to make the appointments and
establish the regulations necessary to man-
age the Legal Office.

Section 3104. Powers and duties of solicitor

gection 3104 outlines the powers and re-
sponsibilities of the Natlonal Security So-
licitor. The Solicitor shall he responsible for
enforcing the provisions of this bill upon
enactment. Enforcement mey be sought by
criminal prosecution and injunctive proceed-
ings. The Solicitor replaces the Attorney
General in enforcement of the crimes listed
in this bill.

Section 3104(b) provides for perlodic open
hearings at which citizens may provide in-
formation germane to the provisions of this
bill to the Solicitor and to the public at
large. It is hoped that such hearings wiil help
inform and educate the public about the na-
ture of such issues.

section 3104(c) provides that the Solicitor
may provide advice and opinions on proposec
programs or activities to the President or
the Congress. Such opinions may forestall
the initiation of programs which violate the
provisions of the bill and thus avold un-
necessary criminal or civil proceedings. By
their nature, such opinions are merely ad-
visory and do not foreclose later action by
the Solicitor. Publication of the Solicitor’s
opinions must adhere to classification regula-
tions. It is hoped that the publication of
various opinions will stimulate the educa-
tion of the legal community and the bu-
reaucracy in such matters.

Sectlon 3104(d) mandates the Solicitor as
a matter of first priority to prepare a detalled
code of war crimes which includes recom-
mendations for up-dating the laws to which
the United States subscribes. This code,
modeled perbaps on the form of the Army
Field Manual, can then be considered in de-
tall by the Congress for passage into law.
Enforcement of the provisions of this hill
does not depend on subsequent passage of
such a code.
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Section 3105. Injunctions

Section 3105 outilnes the procedure for
civil proceedings to enjoin programs in vio-
lation cf the act. Injunctive relief 1s a sup-
plementary remedy to normal criminal prose-~
cution under the act. The Sectlon provides
the standard procedure for seeking injuunc-
tive relief before a three judge court. A
three judge court is provided for hecause it
is assumed that such suits will be of utmost
gravity and importance.

Section 3106. Miscellaneous rules

Section 3106(a) empowers the Solicitor to
collect information necessdry to enforce the
provisions of this bill. The Solicltor is em-
powered to collect information normally un-
avallable because of the exemptions and
privileges which have been developed and
espoused by the Executive In the post-war
period. As with other Executive officials, the
Solicitor must make a showing of “his need
t0o know’ such information if 1t iIs classified.
The language auotes that used in Executive
Order 11652. The vower delineated here Is
similar to that given to the Comptroller
Ggneral In 31 U.S.C. 54.

Section 8106(b) rrovides for protection of
persons who disclose Informeation to the
Solicitor. The intent is to protect employees
who fulfill their leeral obligation under the
Nuremberg Princinles ard reveal informa-
tion to the Sclicitor conrcerning the commis-
sion of violations of this act.
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V11K BURN FACILITIES ACT OF 1975

Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
it in the Recorp and to include ex-
“raneous mattar,)

¥ir. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
insroducing legislation today, that is
designed to aid the 300,000 Americans
shak ure scarred and injured by fire each
vear, and the 150,000 individuals that are
iwapilalized for periods lasting from &
w3 2 years.

"i'ne striking aspect of the Nation’s fire
siroblems is the indifference with which
Americans coafront the subject. The
«tatistics quoted above are impressive in
iheir size, though perhaps not scary
#nough to jar the average American
from nis confidence that “It will never
ftanpen to me.” In & Washington hearing
ihe National Commission on Fire Preven-
ilon snd Control heard testimony from
the parents of a 3-year-old boy who
caughs fire after playing with matches.
Thay describecd the horror of the acci-
dent, the anxiety while awaitine the doc-
Lors’ reports, the long weeks of sepera-
ion during peinful treatment. the re-
maming scars. and the many opera-
tlons that lie ahead. Multiply that ex-
perience by the: 300,000 Americans who
are mjured by fire each year, and the
Nation’s fire problem becomes verv im-
mediate and very fearsome.

My, Speaker at present, fewer than
140 of the 6,000 general hospitals in the
Untted States provide specialized care
ifat iz needed to provide adequate treat-
ment to burn vietims. Together these few
fospitals treat only 8 percent of the Na-
tion's patients to serious burn injuries.
11 1973, there were only 20 hospitals in
the Nation with burn units—that is,
apeciaiized facilities of at least four beds
wsed only for burn victims, In addition,
onty 46 hospitals are known to have
burn vrograms—a staff of burm injury
sperislists but not serarate facilities.

[ wondd like to take this opportunity
ancr he firefighters from Westches-
Tounty. N.Y, and the New Rochelle

comnmunity in working to establish
urn center at the Westchester Medi-
cal Center, which is associated with the
#dew York Medical College. Thev have
donie a 7eoman's job in organizing a Burn
Commitree, which over the past
s has b2en engaged in raising
, and informing the public of the
'r a specialized burn center in the
aater County area.

nal burn centers in the United
s, angd alsc less elaborate facilities
saniile iess serious cases. Therefore,
soeaker, I an introducing legislation
inikiases the immediate establish-
ol 12 additiona! burn centers, 24
oaal burn units. and the upgrad-
si wxisiing burn programs to more
jitately meet the serious need for
. treatment facilities.

The text of the legislation is as 'ol-
lows:
H.R. 8433
A bill to assist the construction and crer-
ation of burn facilities

#le it enacted by the Scnate and Hous of
BRepresentatives of the United States of
America in Congress assem.bled, That this Act
may be cited as the “Burn Facilitles Ac¢! of
1975."

SEC. 2. (a) The Congress Ands-—

(1) that The National Commission on “ire
Prevention and Control, established purst .nt
to Public Law 90-259, has made exhaus:ive
and comprehensive examination of the sia-
tlon’s fire problem and has made dete:ed
findings as to the extenr of this problen: in
terms of human suffering and loss of life :iue
to fire;

(2) the United States today has the h: h-
est per capita rate of death from fire of all
major industrislized nations in the w: +ld
(57.1 deaths per million versus only 3.7
deaths per million for the industrial: cd
nation with the next to the worst recos:i);

(3) fire kills twelve thousand and sc.rs
and injures three hundred thousand An ~r-
icans each year, including fifty thousand in-
dividuals who must be hospitalized for ;e-
riods lasting from six weeks to two years-

(4) firefighting 1s the Nation's most L.z-
ardous profession, with a death rate of 15
per centum higher than that of the 1..xt
most dangerous occupatior:;

{5) the unacceptably nigh death and a-
Jury losses from fires can be reduced if e
the Federal Governmen: establishes a -o-
ordinated program to initiate the establi:a-
ment of new, and upgrading of existing, b in
centers, burn units, and burn programs.

(6) The National Commission on Fire Fire-
vention and Control concluded that the 1ve
problem is exacerbated by-—

(A) “the indifference with which Amd:i-
rans confront the subject™:

(B) the Nation's failure to undertake ¢ir-
nificant amounts of scientific research s:id
development into fire and fire related pr: -
lems; and

(C) the limited number of places in -ie
Unlied States that have burn treatment ¢c.i-
ters which are properly equipped and staf'=d
to save lives and rehabilit:ite the victims of
fires.

(b) The purposes of thi= Act are to dir -k
the Secretary of Health, Education, and W -~
fare to establish an expanded program on iie
freatment of burn injuries, research on bu: s
and the rehabilitation of burn victims. :»
this end the Secretary shall-—

{1: sponsor and encourzge the establis
ment of 12 additional burn centers whi
shall provide specialized burn treatment a
include research and teaching, and 24 ad: .
tional burn units which shall comprise 81
clalized facilities in general hospitals; a-
sponsor and encourage the upgrading of ¢«
isling burn programs in general hospitals;

{2} provide training and continuing sG:--
nort of specialists to staff the new and e
isting burn centers. burn units, and burn
Programs;

{3) provide special tvaining in emergen
care for burn victims:

{4} augment sponsorship of rosearch
Lurns and burn treatment:

{5} administer and suprort a systema:
program of research concerning smoke 1 -
halation injuries; and

{8) spongor and sunnor. other resear:
and tralning programs in the treatment a:
renhabilitation of burn injury victims.

Stc¢. 3. The Secretary ol Commerce is ¢ -
rected to obtain information on burn trea -
iaent facilities and programs now in exis: -
enee, on the frequency and severity of bui
inluries both nationally and by rezio .
through the National Fire Date System, a1 |
to nrovide euidance and sssistarce to t -
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Secrelary of Health, Education, and Welfare
in designating those ereas where bur: care is
deficient.

SEC. 4. As used in this Act—

(1) The lerm “burn program’ rieans
prograir: (a) in & hospital that has ao spe-
clalized facilities or areas for burn «:.re: (b}
which contain & consistent plan for tl.e man-
agement of burn patients, and (¢) i: imple-
mented by an interested and expe rienced
physician (or jointly by several phys.claus)

(2) The term “burn unit” means a burn
program being conducted in a special: ied sec-
tion of a hospital which is usec only {Hr buru
victims.

(3) The term “burn center” means 1 larger
burn urit, with special emphasis on rasearch
and teaching as well as patient care which
provides very intensive burn care which re-
quires the support of the research anc teach-
ing staffs.

Sec. 5. (a) For the purpose: of Se: tlon 3.
there sre authorized to be appropriated such
sums us may be necessary.

(b) For the general purposes of tlis Act,
(other than Sectior: 3) there are aut.iorized
to be appropriated $20,000,000 for th: fiscal
year eading June 30, 1976; $£30,000:00 for
the fiscal year ending September 3¢, 1977;
and $40.000,000 or the fiscal yesr endirg Sep~
tember 30, 1978, and such funds tiat are
necess-rr to eontinue the program there-
after.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS
PROLIFERATION

(Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks :.t this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, just be-
fore the July 4 recess, I introduced a
resoluticn together with 88 other Mem-
bers which would declare it to te the
policy of the United States to rensunce
the first use of nuclear weapons. Fecent
statemerits by the administration have
appeared to escalate this countrys ap-
parent willingness to make first tise of
nuclea: weapons.

It is my strongz convicticn that our
No. 1 international goal must be o0 try
to avouwd-—at afl costs—a nuclear holo-
caust. [n that connection, sn issie re-
lated to my weapons resolution inolves
the spreading of weapons-inaking nu-
clear techinology.

The deals being negotiated be ween
Germany and Brazil on the one 1and,
and between Canada and A-gentiia on
the other, by which-Brazil and Argentina
will ccme into possession of ntclear
equipment which may ultimately enable
those naiions to make and use ni clear
weapons, are of great concern.

We should not forget that when Cai-
ada sold a nuclear reactor-—for sup-
zosedly peaceful purposes—to Inilia a
few years ago no one thought that ndia
would s0 quickly become a memb:r of
the “nuciear club” by testing an a omic
homb. )

We are at a crucial juncture no'7z, ma
the verge of seeing proliferation of v say-
ons and weapons technology throus hout
the world. It is imperative that w act
quickly to stop the spread of this teirible
technology whirh contains. the mes 18 to
destroy mankind.

Therefore, I am introducing today a
resolution that is almost idensical tu one
introduced in the Senate on June 6 by
Senator Mownare and others. The re;olu-
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IN TIE ITOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVISS

Jury 8, 1975

Mr. Kagrassrerer (For himself, Mr. Bapnao, Mr. Browx of California, Mr.
¥ h

Pty Burrow, Ms, Cirsnorar, My, Conyers, My, Dencusis, Mr. Dics,
Mr, Dianax, Mr. Fowaros of California, Mr. Harmixerox, Mr. 1sr-
grosr, Mr. Ko, Mre. Mixva, Me. Mirenn, of Maryland, Mr, Moaxeey,
Mr. Ranerr, Mre. Rees, My, Revss, Mr. RoseNrnan, Ms, Scuroroer, M.
SewerriNg, M. Srari, and Mr. Stoxes) introduced the following bill;
which was referved to the Committee on the Judiciary

A BILL

To amend title 18 of the United States Code to provide a code of

&7

7

accountability and liability for Government officials engaged

in making and implementing national security policy.

Be it enacted by the Senate and Iouse of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That this Act may be cited as the “Oflicial Accountahility
Act of 19757,

FINDINGS, DECLARATIONS, AND PURPOSH

Ste. 2. (a) The Congress declares—

(1) that the United States shall adhere to the
accepted norms of international behavior, and in falfill-

I
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ment of this comitment shall enforce upon its own

officials those international laws and customs of war to
which the United States subscribes;

(2) that this commitment upholds the constitutional
principle that the actions of public officials are governed
by law; and

(8) that this commitment upholds the nccessary
principle that the legal standards which this country ap-
plied to officials of other nations in the past are equally
applicable to officials in this country.

(b) The Congress finds—

(1) that the present mechanisms for reviewing and
prosceuting possible violations of the laws and customs
of war arc inadequate aud inoperative; and

(2) that the recent history of United States involve-
ments abroad illustrates the necessity for a reassertion
of legal Thmitations on civilian and military officials in
maiters of war and peace.

(¢) The purpose of this Aet is to assure that persons

charged with making or implementing American foreign,

military, and national security policy will do so according to
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TITLE I—NATIONAL SECURITY CRIMES
PUNISIIMENT OF NATIONAL SECURITY CRIMES
Sec. 101. (a) Part 1 of title 18 of the United States
Code (relating to crimes) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new chapter:
“Chapter 121.—NATIONAL SECURITY CRIMES

“2?5051. Persons subject to this part.
#2252, Prohibitions.
#9253, Defense of supetior orders or action as responsible government
official.
“9254., Sanctions.
“§ 2251. Persons subject to this chapter
“The following persons are subject to this chapter:

“(1) Awny oflicer or employee of the United States,
including any member of the Armed Iorces of the
United States.

“(2) Auny other person who recetves, direetly or
indirectly, any compensation or remuncration from the
United States in any form  (whether pursuant to con-
tract, subcontract, or otherwise) for the commission of
any act which is, or results in, a violation of scction
2552.

“§ 2552, Prohibitions

“(a) No person subject to this chapter shall -order or
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engage in the planming of, preparation for, initiation or
waging of a war of aggression or a war in violation of any
international treaty or agreement to which the United States
is a party.

“(b) No person subject to this chapter shall order or
engage in the planning of, preparation for, or commission of
any violation of the laws and customs of war, including but
not limited to—

“(1) murdering, torturing, using as hostages, using
for slave labor, or confining in concentration camps any
prisoners of war or any civilians of another nation; and

“(2) pillaging public or private property; or wan-
tonly destroying cities, towns, or villages.

“(¢) Tor purposes of subsection (b), in addition to
any other acts referred to in such subscction, the following
shall be deemed to be in violation of the laws and customs
of war:

“(1) Bombing of civilian populations for the pur-
pose of terrorizing such civilian populations.

“(2) Destroying crops, livestoek, or the natural
habitat of another country, people, or land unless im-
peratively demanded by the nccessities of war.

“(3) Overthrowing by force, violence, or bribery
the leadership of a nation with which the United States

1s not at war.
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“(4) Using biological weapons in any form.
“(5) Lintering into agreement with any individual
or any cnfity for the purpose of perpetrating any act
enunmerated above.

“(d) Tor purposes of this section, the term ‘laws and
customs of war” means the laws and customs relating to war-
fare and other hostile military operations derived from—

“(1) treatics and agreements to which the United

States is a party,

“(2) customary international law, and
“(8) the standards, principles, and precedents of the

Nuremberg, Tokyo, and other war-crimes tribunals.

“8 2553. Defense of superior orders or actions as respon-
sible Government official

“(a) No person who commits any act in violation of
scetion 2552 pursuant to an order of his Government or su-
perior shall be relieved of eriminal liability for such violation
unless he did not know and eould not reasonably have been
expected to know that the act ordered was unlawful.

“(b) No person who commits any act in violation of
section 2552 shall be relieved of eriminal Lability for such
act by reason of the fact that he was acting as a responsible
Government oflicial.

“8 2554, Sanctions

“(a) Notwithstanding scction 7501 of title 5, upon a
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determination, after preliminary hearing pursuant to the
I'ederal Rules of Criminal Procedure, that there is probable
cause to believe that any person deseribed in section 2551
(1) of this title has committed a violation of section 2552
of this title, such person shall he given a leave of absence
without pay from his employment by the United States for
the duration of the proceedings against him.

“(b) Any person who violates section 2552 shall be—

“(1) imprisoned not less than two years and not

more than twenty-five years, or, in the alternative,

sentenced for an equivalent period of time to such

civilian work contributing to the maintenance of national

health and welfare as the court may deem appropriate;

and

“(2) ineligible for employment by the United

States for such period of not les« than fifteen years from

the date on which sentence is imposed as the Court may

specify.,
“8 2555. Prosecution exclusively by National Security So-

licitor

“Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Na-
tional Security Solicitor shall have the exelnsive authority
to prosecute any violation of this chapter.”.

(b) (1) The table of chapters for such part Iis amended
hy adding at the end thereof the following new item:

1,
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(2) The table of contents for such title 18 i amended

by inserting immediately after the item relating to chapter
119 the following new item:

“121. National security erimes- - - oo 25517,
TITLE IL—ADMINISTRATION AND
ENTORCIEMENT

Sne. 201, (a) Part VI of title 28 of the United States
Jode (relating to particular proceedings) is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the folowing new chapter:
“Chapter 177.—OFFICE OF NATIONAL SECURITY
AFFAIRS; ENFORCEMENT DUTIES

“Bec.

“3101. Bstablishment of Office of National Security Affairs.
“3102. National Sceurity Solicitor and Deputy Solicitor.
“3103. Timployees of Office; rules and regulations.

“3104. Towers and duties of Solicitor.

“3105. Injunctions.

“3106. Miscellancous rules.

“§ 3101. Establishment of Office of National Security
Affairs
“There is hereby established an independent office to he
known as the Legal Office of National Sceurity Affairs (here-
after in this chapter referred to as the ‘Office’) which shall
be under the exclusive control and direction of the National
Security Solicitor,
“§ 3102. National Security Solicitor and Deputy Solicitor
“(a) There shall he in the Office a National Security

Solicitor ( hereafter in this chapter referred to as the
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8
‘Solicitor’) and a Deputy Solicitor, who shall be appointed
by the President by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The Depuaty Solicitor shall perform such duties
ax may be assigned to him hy the Solicitor, and during the
absence or incapacity of the Solicitor or during a vacancy
in that office, shall act as Solicitor.

“(h) The Solicitor and Deputy Solicitor shall each—

“(1) hold office for a term of fifteen years;

“(2) he ineligible for reappointment to their re-
spective offices;

“(3) be removed from office during the term thercof
only by a concurrent resolution passed by both Houses
of Congress.

“(e¢) (1) The Solicitor shall he compensated at the
rate of basic pav in cffeet for level TV of the Ixecutive
Schedule. The Deputy Solicitor shall e compensated at the
rate of basie pay i effeer for Tevel Voof the Exeecutive
Schedule.

“(2) Upoen completion of their terms, the Selicitor
and Deputy Holicitor shall veceive an annuity in the same
raanner as is provided in seetion 303 of the Budget and Ae-
comting Aet, 1921, in the case of the Comptroller General.
Such annuities shall e paid by the Oflice. Tor the parpose

of snevivorship Lenefits to widows and children, the Solicitor

Approved For Release 2005/04/13 : CIA-RDP77M00144R001100200009-2
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11

12

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

9
and Deputy Solicitor may make an clection as provided
in section 319 of such Act in the case of the Comptroller
General, except that the annuifies and refunds of deposits
o authorized shall be paid from the appropriations of the
Office.
“§ 3103. Employees of Office; rules and regulations

“(a) The Solicitor may employ such attorneys and
other employces as he deems nccessary, without regard to
the provisions of title 5 governing appointments on the com-
petitive service. Such attorneys and other employces may
be paid without regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and
subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title relating to classi-
fication and General Schedule pay rates, except that no
attorney or other employee of the Office may receive com-
pensation in exeess of the annual rate of basic pay in effect
for grade (GS-18 of such General Schedule.

“(b) The Solicitor may make such rules and regulations,
and delegate such of his functions as may be neeessary to
carry out this chapter.

“§ 3104. Powers and duties of Solicitor

“(a) The Solicitor shall enforce the prohibitions eon-
tained in chapter 121 of title 18 (relating to national seen-
rity crimes) by econducting appropriate investigations and

any kind of legal proceedings, civil or eriminal, including
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1 grand jury proccedings and proceedings before committing
2 magistrates, which United Staies attornevs are anthorized hy
3 law to conduct.
4 “(h) The Solicitor shall conduct public hearings not less
5 frequently than twice per ealendar year for the purpose of
6 hearing testimony and taking cvidence from individnals
7 claiming to possess information relevant to any violation of
8 chapter 121 of title 18. Such hearings shall he conducted
9 pursuant to such rales and regnlations and according to such
10 procedures as may be preseribed by the Solicitor.
11 “(e¢) The Solicitor shall, when requested by the Presi-
12 dent or the Congress, render advisory opinions on the legality
13 under chapter 121 of title 18 of any proposed action with
14 respeet to which such opinion is requested. Such opinions
15 shall be compiled and published at such times and in such
16 manner as the Solicitor may determine, No opinion rendered
17 under this subseetion shall he deemed o foreclose or other-
18 wise affeet the prosccution of or any other action against
19 any person at any time.
20 “(d) The Solicitor shall, at the carliest possible time
91 following the enactment of this chapter, prepare and sabmit

99 to the Congress a report containing—

93 “(1) a complete code of war crimes, and
24 “(2) recommendations for updating the laws and
9% customs of war to which the Unifed States subseribes.
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1 “§3105. Injunctions
2 “Whenever the Solicitor has reasonable cause to believe
3 that any person described in section 2551 of title 18 is
4 ongaged in any act in violation -of section 2552 of such title
5 (relating to national security crimes), he may bring a civil
6 action in the appropriate United States district court by filing
with it a complaint signed by him sctting forth the aet or
8 acts alleged to be in violation of such scction and requesting
9 such preventive relief, including a permanent or temporary
10 injunction, restraining order, or such other order as he deems
11 neccessary. Such action shall be heard and determined by a
12 three-judge district court in accordance with scetion 2284 of
13 title 28.
14 “§ 3106. Miscellaneous rules
17 “(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law or
16 rule of law (including any privilege or other constraint upon
17 disclosure), all officers and employees of the United States
18 (includine White House staff and officers and employees in
19 the Ixccutive Office of the President) shall furnish to the
20  Solicitor such information regarding their official activitics,
21 plans, and proposals as he may require of them, on the basis
22 of his need to know in order to enforce the provisions of
23 chapter 121 of title 18, Tor purposes of securing any infor-
24 mation the Solicitor shall have access to, and the right to

25 cxamine, any hook, document, paper, rccord, or other mate-
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1 rial of any agency or department of the United States, in-
2 cluding the White House staff and Exeeuative Office of the
3 DPresident.
4 “(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law or

5 rule or regulation, no person shall be punished in any man-

6 ner under any authority for disclosing any information to

-]

the Solicitor or any attorney or employee of the Legal Office
8 of National Security Affairs.”.

9 (b) (1) The table of chapters for such part VI is
10 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

11 item:

“177. Oflice of National Sceurity A fTairs; IEnforcoment Duties.___ 31017,
12 (2) The table of contents for such title 28 is amended

13 by adding at the end thercof the following new item:

“177. Office of National Sceurity A Taivs: Enforcoment Duties.___ 31017
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TERNE™ H. R. 8388
A BILL

To amend title 18 of the United States Code to
provide a code of accountability and liability
for Government officials engaged in making
and implementing national security policy.

By Mr. Kastexreier, Mr. Bapivro, Mr. Browx
of California, Mr. Pumripr Burrox, Ms.
Cursmoery, Mr. Coxyers, Mr. DeLLuys, Mr.
Dices, Mr. Drixax, Mr. Epwarps of Cali-
fornia, Mr. Harrixerow, Mr. Hrersroskr,
Mr. Koo, Mr. Migva, Mr. Mitorrrr of
Maryland, Mr. Mosgcey, Mr. Raxcer, Mr.
Rees. Mr. Revss. Mr. Rosextaarn, Ms.
ScHROEDER, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. Stark, and
Mr. STOKES

Jury §, 1975
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary
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Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-

ent.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evident-~
1y a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. )

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 0,

not voting 14,

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Ambro
Anderson,
if

Calif.
Anderson, Il1.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin

- AuCoin
Badillo
Bafalis
Baldus
Barrett
Bsaucus
Bauman
Beard, R.I.
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blanchard
Blouin
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bonker
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Callif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Byron
Carney
Carr
Casey
Cederberg
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay

. Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman

as follows:
[Roll No. 427]

YEAS—420
Cornell Hastings
Cotter Hawkins
Coughlin Hayes, Ind.
Crane Haws, Ohdo
D'Amours Hébett
Daniel, Dan Hechler, W. Va.

Danlel, R. W. Heckler, Mass.
Dandiels, N.J. Hefner

. Danielson Heinz
Dayvis Helstoski
de la Garza Henderson
Delaney Hicks
Dellums Hightower
Derrick Hillis
Derwinski Holland
Devine Holt
Dickinson Holtzman
Dingell Horton
Dodd Howe
Downey, N.Y. Hubbard
Downing, Va. Hughes

- Drinan Hungate
Duncan, Oreg. Hutchinson
Duncan, Tenn. Hyde
du Pont Ichord
Early Jarman.
Eckhardt Jeltords
Edgar Jenrette
Edwards, Ala. Johnson, Calif.
Edwards, Calif. Johnson, Colo.
Eilperg Johnson, Pa.
Emery Jones, Ala.
English Jones, N.C.
Erlenborn Jones, Okla.
Esch Jones, Tenn.
Eshleman Jordan
Evans, Colo. Karth
Evans, Ind. Kasten
Evins, Tenn. Kastenmeier
Fary Kazen
Fascell Kelly
Fenwick Kemp
Findley Ketchum
Fish Keys
Fisher Kindness
Fithian Koch
¥lood Krebs
Florio Krueger
Flowers LaFalce
Flynt Lagomarsino
Foley Landrum
Ford, Mich. Latta
Ford, Tenn. Leggett
Forsythe Lehman
Fountain Lent
Fraser Levitas
Frenzel Litton
Frey Lloyd, Calif.
Fuqua Lloyd, Tenn.
Gaydos Long, La.
Giaimo Long, Md.
Gibbons Lott
Gilman Lujan
Ginn McClory
Goldwater McCloskey
Gonzalez MecCollister
Goodling McCormack
Gradison McDade
Grassley McDonald
Green McEwen
Gude McFall
Guyer McHugh
Hagedorn McKay
Haley McKinney
Hall Madden
Hamilton Madigan
Hammer- Maguire

schmidt Mahon

Hanley Mann
Hannaford Martin
Hansen Mathis
Harkin Mazzoli
Harrington Meeds
Harrls Melcher

Log s
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Metcalfe gu}lel Stgmton.v PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
Meyner ulllen BINES V. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS TO
R i Stark
Mignel Y R,Ifﬁ?fé;lf’f steed SIT DURING HOUSE SESSION TO-
Mikva Range] eelman
Miller, Calif. Rees Stelger, Ariz.
Miller, Ohto Regula S;ceigﬁer, Wis. Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, L 1;'a.tsk
Mills Reuss ephens unanimous consent that the Committee
l\lﬁﬁfgﬁ %?cofrﬁsond Si?ﬁf;m on International Relations may be per-
Mink Riegle Stuckey mitted to sit today while the House is
Mitchell, M% Rina.lgo gt?ﬂds in session.
itchell, N.Y. Risenhoover ullivan
ﬁoaklzy R(x)sbel.'ts Symington The_ SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
Moftett gfb';gson g&;lmnﬁ objection to the request of the gentleman
Mollohan Rodino '‘2lco 9
Montgomery Roe Taylor, Mo. from New York? biecti
Moore Rogers Taylor, N.C. There was no objection.
Moorheadl, Roncalio Thompson
Calif, Rooney Thone
Moomead' Pa. B'ngientn al %‘?;)ﬁrgon PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
organ € ¢ :
Mosher Rostenkowski g“reen gg;ggTTo FILE A PRIVILEGED
Moss Roush 'SONZAS
ttl Rousselot Udall )
ﬁﬁmhy, m. Roybal Ullman Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I aslg unani-
MurthB,I a gunnels gzm;)ee}lut mous consent that the Committee on
Myers, Ind. uppe ander Jag . s 3ns R
Myers, Pa. Russo Vander Veen ?’uilﬁs maY I_ia‘ve duntll I;lldnlght tonight
Natcher Ryan Vanik 0 11le a privileged report.
ﬁmi g;gg;r;mm ‘Qggg%gner The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
Nichols Sarasin Walsh objection to the request of the gentle-
Nix Sarbanes Wampler man from California?
Nolan Satterfield Waxmen. There was no objection.
Nowak Scheuer Weaver
Oberstar Schneebeli Whalen
OBen S eer  Whltohurst MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
8',‘:32{& 22?§é§¥fng vwvf‘g‘;}ig;‘ Sundry messages in writing from the
Ottinger Sharp Wilson, ]éob President of the United States were com-
Passman Shipley Wilson, C. H. municated to the House by Mr. Heiting,
B T Bhuster Yilson, Tex. one of his secretaries, who also informed
Patterson, Sikes %n;gx the It;Iouse that on July 19, 1975, the E;r?;hm-
Callf. Simon olff den %g? a1 signed a bill o e
paupeon. N Seabitz et wemermeemeblenise0T The Lollowing title:
Perkins Slack Wylle. H.R. 7405. An act to amend section 3620
Pettis Smith, Towa  Yates. of the Revised Statutes with respect to cer-
Peyser Smith, Nebr.  YatroR tain disbursements to be made by banks,
Pickie Snyder Young, Alaske.  gpyings banks, savings and loan associations,
Pike Solarz Young, Fla. nd dit unions
Poage Spellman and credit u .
Pressler Spence
Preyer Staggers
grigeh a 51?n\%?1]111'1am AUTHORIZING FURTHER SUSPEN-
ritchar : SION OF PROHIBITIONS AGAINST
NAYS—0 MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO TUR-
NOT VOTING—14 5 KEY
Andrews, N.C. Harshe Mats@nage Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction of
Carter Pinshaw Mok v the Committee on Rules, I call up House
Diggs Jacobs Teag® Resolution 626 and ask for its imme-
Fulton Macdonald diate consideration.

So the bill was passed. :
The Clerk announced the §
pairs: :
Mr. Dens with Mr. Diggs. :
Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Fultong
Mr. Teague with Mr. Jacobs. .
Mr. Murphy of New York with
of North Carolina. -
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusety
Howard. 3
Mr. Harshs with Mr. Carter.
Mr. Milford with Mr. Hinshaw. 3

The result of the vote was
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was 1§d on the
table. )

GENERAL LEAVE ¥
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

extend their remarks on the
8714) just passed. 3
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the géntleman
from West Virginia? B
There was no objection.

'

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. REs. 626

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(8. 846) to authorize the further suspension
of prohibitions against military assistance to
Turkey, and for other purposes. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed three
hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on International Rela-
tions and Representative Dante Fascell and
Representative Edward Derwinski, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
the amendment in the nature of a substitute
recommended by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations now printed in the bill
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule, and all
points of order ageinst sald substitute for
failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 7, Rule XVI are hereby waived. At the
conclusion of such consideration, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and any Member may demand
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in order to work out a benefits package
satisfactory to both sides. Afgou know,
Mr. Speaker, the henefits provided under
‘his bill do not come out of Pedéral tax
money. All of the expenses are p&id for
oy the industry itself. Our role ir*this
matter is to act as an intermediaror
arbitrator. It is only an accident of hi%
fory that has us :nvolved in this mattefs.

at all. All of the provisions as contained ™

in the bill are agreed to by both labor and
manageraent.

The most significant feature of the
agreed-upon bill would increase the
maximum daily unemployment compen-
sation benefit from $12.70 to $24 per day
for the first year, and $25 per day for
years thereafter.

The 7-day waiting period for sickness
henefits under existing law would be re-
duced to four days.

The bill would provide for extended
uanemployment benefits of 13 weeks for
smplovees with less than 10 years of serv-
ice. Extended benefit periods are cur-
rently available under existing law for
czmployees with 10 years or more of serv-
ice. The new group of employees covered
ny exterded benefits would be eligible
for thoss extendad benefits depending
upon a trigger Jdevice similar to the
method used for extended benefits un-
Jer normal unemployment compensation
srograms; that is, a national trigger is
“on” whenever the number of insured
zmployment claimants in the nation ex-
ceeds 4 percent.

"ne qualification requirement for new
«mpioyees in the railroad industry is
reduced from seven months to 5 months.

‘The agreed-upon bill provides for ad-
justments in the carriers’ contribution
tn unemployment insurance fund in an
asmount 1o assure adequately funding of
tae new program.

Some tachnical amendments are con-
tained in title II of the bill relating to
railroad retirement account and the
mailroad retirement supplemental ac-
count.

in addition to the above provisions,
the existing law was changed so that an
employee cannot receive unemployment
insurance benefits during the first 7 days
of a strike. Under existing law, unem-
wloyment benefits were payable from the
beginning of a str:ke.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote for the passage of the
measure before us. As I mentioned
earlier in my remarks, both labor and
managemant are to be commended for
their diligent negotiations which have
iead to an agreement on the provisions
containec in this hill. Unemployment in
the rail industry is higher than normal,
and it is imperat ve that we pass this
law so that benefits can begin from
July 1.

AMFENDMENT OFFIIRED BY MR. STAGGERS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendmenit.

‘The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STAGGERS: Add
at the end of the bill the following:

TITLE UL —-AMENDMENTS TO THE RAIL-
ROAD RETIREMENT TAX ACT, AS
AMENDED
SEC. 301, Section 2201 of the Rallroad Re-

tirement 'Tax Act iz amended by striking

out “compensation mald to such employee”
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and inserting in lleu thereof “compensation
pald in any calendar month to such em-
ployee.”

Sec. 302. Section 3211(a) of the Railroad
Retirement Tax Act is amended by striking
out “compensation pald to such employee
representative” and inserting in lleu there-
of ‘compensation paid in any calendar
month to such employee representative.”

Sec. 303. Section 3221(a) of the Railroad
tirement Tax Act is amended by strik-
out “compensation paid by such em-
ver’” and inserting in leu thereof “com-
tion pald in any calendar month by
sucHyemployer.”

SEC#304. Section 3231(e) (1) of the Rail-
rond Hiirement Tax Act is amended by

striking ®ut the first sentence and insert-
ing in lletfypherof:
“The tersig, ‘compensation’ means any form

of money refpuneration paid to an individ-
ual for servicéh rendered as an employee to
one or more eniRloyers.”

Sec. 305. Sect 3231(e) (2) of the Rall-
road Retlrement “Tax Act is amended by
striking out the fi sentence thereof.

Sec. 306. Section #31(e)(2) of the Rail~
road Retirement Tax Agt 1s amended by add-
ing as the first sentencéifherec!:

“An employee shall b deemed to be pald
compensation in the pe! during which
such compensation is ea; ed only upon a
wrnitten ‘request by such #&uployee, made
within six months followmg- the payment,
and a showing that such comfxensamon Was
earned during a perlod other ﬁhan the pe-
rfod in which it was paid.” %

Sec. 307. The amendments made by Sec-
tions 1 through 5 of this title shall 4pply for
taxable years ending on or after the’date of
the enactment of this Act and for
years ending before the date of the
ment, of this Act as to which the periodiyfor
assessment and collection of tax or the ﬂlgg
of a claim for credit or refurd has not e
pired on the date of enactment of this Acf
The amendment made by section 6 of this®
tdtle shall apply for taxable years beginning
on or after the date of enactment of this
Act: Provided, however, That with respect to
payment made prior to the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the employee may flle a
written request under section 6 within six
moniths-after the enactment of this Act.

Mr. STAGGERS (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from West Virginia?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection
is heard.

The Clerk continued to read the
amendment.

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I renew my unanimous con-
sent request that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the Rec-
orp, after which I will make an explana-
tion of the amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the
Railroad Retirement Tax Act was
amended in 1946 in part for the purpose
of imposing the tax on a “paid” rather
than an “earned” basis. Public Law 79—
572 (79th Cong. 2d sess. (1946)). The
Senate Commerce committee report that
accompanied the bill stated that the.
amendments “are necessary to change
the computation of benefits and taxed

H 7397

from a ‘compensation earned’ hasis t3 a
‘compensation paid’ basis,” and that ¢x-
isting law “‘brings about heavy admir is-
trative burdens both on the Raiiroad Fle-
tirement Board and on the employers to
make thousands of corrections in report
previously flled” which are ‘“useless ¢p-
erations.” Senate Report No. 1710 (part
2) (79th Cong., 2d sess., p. 7). Since 146
the Railroad Retirement Board has p=r-
mitted carriers to report compensat on
on an as paid basis, and the Board l.as
recently confirmed the legal propriety of
this procedure.

Nonetheless, the Internal Rever.ue
Service has ruled in Revenue Ruling "5~
226 (IRB 197527, p. 33) that compen:a-~
tion is tc be taxed under the Railrcad
Retirement Tax Act as of the period
when earned irrespective of when it is
paid. The bill would amend the Railrcad
Retirement Act to clarify the intenticm,
originally expressed in 1946, that coin-
nensation is to be taxed only on an ‘as
paid” basis. Because these amendmer:ts
are clarifications of existing law they : re
to apply to all taxable years not et
closed as well as those in the future.

The Railroad Retirement Board a.so
has taken the position that under exi: t-
ing law individual employees may hzve
compensation credited, upon an appro-
priate showing, to periods when earn=d
for purposes of determining benefis
under the Railroad Retirement ‘Act.

The bill ensures that for taxable ye: rs
in the future individual employees, a.id
only individual employees, may estao-
lish, for purposes of the Railroad Retirs~
ment Tax Act, that amounts paid in o1e
period were earned, and therefore my

be deemed to have been paicd, in un
garlier period. Under the bill an eri-

joyee is to be permitted six montas
frgm the date of the payment to maze
eirequired claim, but he will have that

RAGGERS. I will be very hapiy
to vield t& the distinguished gentlem:.n
from Kans&s (Mr. SKUBITZ) .

understand, Wgi
by managemersg?
Mr. STAGGER
Mr. SKUBITS
labor?

. That is correct.
And was approved by

Mr. SKUBITZ. 1
no objection to thedp

Mr. STAGGERS. I
man.

The SPEAKER pro terfih
tion is on the amendments
gentleman from West
STAGGERS) .

“The amendment was agreed

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I mo-e
vhie previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques:-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read tr.e
iitird time

‘T'he SPEAKER, pro tempore. The ques -
tion is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the

endment.
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a separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without
instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. ANDERSON) pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. SISK asked and was g}ven
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, the reading
of the resolution makes it very clear that
we are presenting what is an open rule,
a rule with 3 hours of general de-
bate on a bill that would authorize the
suspension of prohibitions agalnst U.S.
military assistance to Turkey. The reso-
Iution provides that the 3 hours of
general debate shall be ‘equally con-

trolled—and I think it would be -well

if Members, at least to the extent that
they are interested, might listen to this.

Mr. Speaker, we hope to take only a
comparatively short-time on, the rule.
However, it is well that we understand
that the committee has brought up a
rather unusual procedure, although it
is not without many precedents.

In connection with the division of
time, the 3 hours of general debate will
be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. MORGAN),
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr,
BROOMFIELD), the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FasceLL) and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DerwINSKI), with
each controlling 45 minutes of the gen-
eral debate time.

As the Commitfee on Rules under-
stands, this means that actually we have
an hour and a half time under the con-
trol of the- proponents of this legis-
lation and an hour and a half controlled
by the opponents of the legislation, be-
ing divided between the majority and
the minority. Therefore, in seeking time,
I think it would be well that Members
keep that in mind.

The resolution provides that it shall
be in order to consider the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recom-
mended by the Committee on Interna-
tional Relations now printed in the bill
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the 5-minute rule. It
also provides that all points of order
against the committee substitute for
failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 7, rule XVI of the rules of the
House—germaneness provisions—are
walved. .

Mr. Speaker, Senate 846 authorizes the
delivery of defense articles and defense
services to Turkey with respect to which
contracts of sale were signed prior to
February 5, 1975. Mr. Speaker, if I could,
I would simply like to state that there
have been & number of comments by my
colleagues with reference to lobbying.

There has been & great deal of effort,

I think, on both sides of this issue, and,

so far as this Member is concerned, that
effort has been in all good conscience
on the part of those who have sought
to carry their own particular position.

I am sure that each Member of the
House, in making & final determination
in casting a vote on this issue, will vote
as he believes in his own conscience to
be in the best interest of his country.

1 know I have recelved a number of
telephone calls, and I am sure many of
the Members have, In my discussions

- with some of the people who have be-

come somewhat emotionally involved, 1
have attempted to discuss with them in
a rational way those things which all of
us—those of us here in Congress, as well
as our constituents at home, who, I am
¢ertain, are concerned-— consider are in
the best interests of our country, regard-
less of émotional feelings or ethnic ties
or any other consideration.

Mr. Speaker, let me make clear my
own personal position. I am here today
supporting this rule. I am going to vote
for this bill, in the firm belief that it
is in the best interests of America. This
bill, as I understand it, is not tilted,
necessarily, in favor of Turkey, nor is it
tilted in favor of Greece; but it is an
attempt by people, at least in the minds
of those who hsve come to me about it,
to provide for negotiations and, ulti-
mately, a peaceful settlement of the Cy-
prus issue by and between the parties
concerned. I sincerely doubt that any
Member will, here today, be charged with
voting either for or against Greece or
for or against Turkey, and so I would
hope that, in our considerations and in
the final determination that we would
make, we would do that which is in the
best interest of our country.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
the resolution. - )

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, House Resolution 626 makes in order
House consideration of S. 846 under an
open rule with 3 hours of general
debate. The Rules Committee conducted
an all-day hearing on this matter on
Tuesday of this week, hearing from
Members on both sides of this issue. And
I think the committee bent over back-
ward in fashioning & somewhat un-

_usual rule to insure that all sides would

have a full and fair hearing on the House
floor. This rule divides the 3 hours of
general debate time four-ways, with 45~
minutes each to the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Interna-
tional Relations Committee, and Rep-
resentatives FasCELL and DERWINSKI,

I therefore want to urge adoption of
this rule so that the House may proceed
to debate this controversial matter. In
conclusion, I also want to commend the
bipartisan group on the International
Relations Committee which put together
this compromise bill on Turkey aid. I
know it is'not everything which the ad-
ministration would have wanted and so
it is not fair to characterize this as an

“administration bill. This is indeed a con-
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gressional initiative aimed at breaking
the impasse which exists over the Cyprus’
issue and protecting the legitimate na-
tional security interests of the United
States in that important part of the
world. I hope this compromise bill will be
adopted by the House.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I have no fur-
ther requests for time.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Spesker, I have no further requests for
time.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous gquestion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is

‘not present and make the point of order

that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.
' The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were-—yeas 419, nays 0,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 428]
YEAS--419

Abdnor Butler Evans, Colo.
Abzug Byron Evans, Ind.
Adams Carney Evins, Tenn.
Addabbo Carr Fary
Alexander Casey Fascell
Ambro Cederherg Fenwick
Anderson, Chappell Findley

Calif, Chisholm Fish
Anderson, Ill.  Clancy Fisher
Andrews, Clausen, Fithian

N.Dak. Don H. Flood
Annunzio Olawson, Del  Florio
Archer Clay Flowers
Armstrong Cleveland Flynt
Ashbrook Cochran Foley
Ashley Caohen Ford, Mich.
Aspin Collins, 11, Ford, Tenn.
AuCoin Collins, Tex. Forsythe
Badillo Conable Fountain
Bafalls Conlan Fraser
Baldus Conte Frenzel
Barrett | Conyers Frey
Baucus Corman Fuqua
Bauman Cornell Gaydos
Beard, R.I. Cotter Gilalmo
Beard, Tenn. Coughlin Gibbons
Bedell Crane Gilman
Bell D’Amours Ginn
Bennett Daniel, Dan Goldwater
Bergland Danlel, R, W. Gonzalez
Bevill Daniels, N.J. Goodling
Biaggl Danielson Gradison
Biester Davis Grassley
Bingham de la Garza’® Green
Blanchard Delaney Gude
Blouin Dellums Guyer
Boggs Dent Hagedorn
Boland Derrick Haley
Bolling Derwinski Hall
Bonker Devine Hamlilton
Bowen Dickinson Hammer-
Brademas Diggs schmidt
Breaux Dingell Hanley
Breckinridge Dodd Hannaford
Brinkley Downey, N.Y. Hansen
Brodhead Downing, Va. Harkin
Brooks Drinan Harrington
Broomfield Duncan, Oreg. Harris
Brown, Calif. Duncan, Tenn. Harsha
Brown, Mich. duPont Hastings
Brown, Chio Early Hayes, Ind.
Broyhill Eckhardt Hays, Ohlo
Buchanan Edgar Hébert
Burgener Edwards, Ala. Hechler, W. Va.
Burke, Callf. Edwards, Calif. Heckler, Mass.
Burke, Fla. Eilberg Hefner
Burke, Mass. Emery Heinz
Burleson, Tex. English Helstoskl
Burlison, Mo, Erlenborn Henderson
Burton, John Esch Hicks
Burton, Phillip Eshleman Hightower
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Hillis Minish Sarbanes
Heiland Mink Satterfield
Holt Mitchell, Md. Scheuer
Holtzman Mitchell, N.¥. Schneebeli
Horton . Moakley Schroeder
Howe Moffett Schuize
Hubbard Mollohan Sebelius
“dughes Montgomery Seiberling
Hungate Moore Sharp
{Tuichinson Moorhead, Shipley
dyide Calif. Shriver
ickord Moorhead, Pa. Shuster
Jarman Morgan Sikes
Jeffords Mosher Simon
Jenrette Moss Sisk
Johnson, Calif. Mottl Skublitz
Johnson, Colc. Murphy, 111. Slack
Johnson, Pa. Murphy, N.Y. Smith, Jowa
JJones, Ala. Murths Smith, Nebr.
-Jones, N.C. Mpyers, Ind. Snyder
.Jones, Okla. Myers, Pa. Solarz
-fones, Tenn. Natcher Spellman
Jordan Neal Spence
Ka th Nedzi Staggers
Kaaten Nichols Stanton,
Kastenmeier Nix J. William
Karen Nolan Stark
Kelly Nowak Steed
Kemp Oberstar Steelman
Ketchum, Obey Steiger, Ariz.
Keys O'Brien Steiger, Wis,
Kindness O'Hara Stephens
Koch O’Neill Stokes
Hredbs Ottinger Stratton
“Krueger Passman Stuckey
{.aFalce Patman, Tex. Studds
Iagomarsino  Patten, N.J. Sullivan
Lardrum Patterson, Symington
atta Calif. Symms
Leggett Pattison, N.Y. Talcott
Z.ehman Pepper Taylor, Mo.
Lent, Perkins Taylor, N.C.
i.evitas Pettis ‘Thompson
fitton Peyser Thone
:loxd, Calif. Pickle Thornton
Lloyd, Tenn. Pike Traxler
J.ony, La. Poage Treen
l.ong, Md. Pressler Tsongas
ity Preyer Udall
Lujan Price Ullman
McClory Pritchard Van Deerlin
MeCloskey Quie Vander Jagt
McCollister Quillen Vander Veen
McCormack Railsback Vanik
McDade Randall Vigorito
McDonald Rangel Waggonner
McEwen Rees Walsh
McFall Regula Wampler
McEHugh Reuss Waxman
McEKay Rhodes Weaver
McKinney Richmond Whalen
Madden Riegle White
Madigan Rinaldo Whitehurst
Maguire Risenhoover Whitten
Mahon Roberts Wiggins
Mann Robinson Wilson, Bob
Marsin Rodino Wilson, C. H.
Madthis Roncalio Wilson, Tex.
Matisunaga Rooney Winn
Mazoll Rose Wirth
Meeds Rosenthal Wolft
Melcher Rostenkowski Wydler
Metcalfe Roush Wylie
Meyuer - Rousselot Yates
Mezvinsky Roybal Yatron
Michel Runnels " Young, Alaska
Mikva Russo Young, Fla.
Miller, Calif. Ryan Young, Ga.
Miller, Ohio 8t Germain Young, Tex.
Mille Santini Zablocki
Mineta Sarasin Zeferetti
NAYS—0

MNOT VOTING—15
Andrews, N.C. Jacobs Stanton,
Carter Macdonald James V.
#alton Milford Teague
Hawizins Roe Wright
Hinshaw Rogers
Howard Ruppe

Su the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Teague with Mr. Fulton.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Andrews of North
Carolina. -

Mr. Howard with Mr. Carter.

Mr. Macdonsld of Massachusetts with Mr.
Roe.

Mr Milford with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr. Rogers with Mr. Wright.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Jacobs.
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The result of the vote was annsunced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid ~n the
table.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself in:) the
Commitiee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the Senate bill (S. 846) to authorize
the further suspension of prohilitions
against military assistance to Turkey,
and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The jues-
tion is on the motion offered kv~ the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLF

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the Senate bill 8. 84€ with
Mr. SIsSK in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the £-nate
bill.

By unanimous consent, the first ‘ead-
ing of the Senate bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the ruls, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. VIor-
GAN) will be recognized for 45 mi- utes,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BrOOMFIELD) will be recognized f-r 45
minutes, the gentleman from Forida
{Mr. FasceLL) will be recognized fr 45
minutes, and the gentleman from Iilinois
(Mr. DERWINSKI) will be recognize:! for
45 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentl:man
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MORGAN).

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consum-=.

(Mr. MORGAN asked and was civen
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of S. 846 as reported by the Com-
mittee on International Relations In
my opinion passage of this bill is vital
to the security of the United State: and
the North Atlantic.

As Members know there has be¢n a
total embargo on arms shipments to
Turkey since February 5, 1975. The em-
bargo was placed on the shipment of de-
fense articles and services to Turke: be-
cause that country used U.S.-furnished
arms in the invasion of Cyprus last =um-
mer in violation of her agreement with
the United States relating to the use of
such equipment. In approving the =m-
bargo the Congress hoped that it would
induce Turkey to end the military cecu-
pation of the northern part of Cyprus
and to negotiate a peaceful settler:ent
on Cyprus between Greece and Turizey.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the :m-
bargo has not brought abo 1t a solution
of the problem. During the 5 months the
embargo has been in effect progres: to-
ward any solution of the problem hnas
been blocked and we have suffered ind
the people of Cyprus are enduring uro-
longed suffering. All negotiations have
stalled. Turkey’s attitude has hardered.
Tensions between Greece and Turkey
have increased.

Moreover, the ban in military siip-
ments and sales of military arms to
Turkey has limited our ability to -ro-
mote a peaceful solution of the Cy:rus
conflict, weakened NATO’s soutl:arn
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flank, and put in doubt contiiued U S.
access to important military installations
and bases in Turkey.

Mr. Chairman, S. 846, as amrended by
the Committee on International Reia-
tions, is a compromise, a compromise o f-
fered in the hope that it will help im-
prove relations between two m:mbers of
NATO, both our friends, provile a n:w
start for the deadlocked negotiations -n
Cyprus and assure continued U.S. zo-
cess to bases which are very vital and
important to our own security. In order
to achieve these objectives the bill pro-
vides the following measures:

First, the bill would lift partly, M.
Chairman, and only partly, the embar:zo
on U.S. arms shipments to Tarkey by
permitting the delivery of thos: defen:e
articles which Turkey purchasec from us
prior to February 5 of this year. This
would allow approximately $185 million
in military sales to be released to Tur-
key.

Second, the bill authorizes the Pres:-
dent to issue licenses for export: to Tu:-
key of military equipment through pri-
vate and commercial channels.

Third, the bill has a clause known us
the Fraser amendment, which provides
that after the Congress has a caance to
review this situation 2 or 3 mon:hs from
now, and act on the regular Foreign
Military Sales Act authorization. goverr:-
ment-to-government sales and credits
would be executed from the embargo. The
suspension of the embargo on goverr.-
ment-to-government sales of military
equipment would, however, be =ffective
only with respect to the items which are
needed for NATO use and only it Turkey
meets some other conditions spelled out
in the bill.

Fourth, the bill requests the President
to begin negotiations with the Gteei
Government about that countr’s most
urgent needs, including reeds for both
economic and military assistance.

The President is directed to report o
his recommendations on aid to Greece
within 60 days from the enact:nent of
this bill.

Fifth, the bill calls on the President
to encourage and cooperate in the de-
velopment of additional humanitarian
rellef programs for the refugees on
Cyprus.

Mr. Chairman, those who oppose S.
846 as reported by the committee argue
that there is no compromise involved in
this legislation. These critics claim that
in exchange for a resumption of arms
shipments, Turkey is required to co noth-
ing to correct the action it took on
Cyprus.

Mr. Chairman, I want to stress again
what we have proposed is a comromise
which falls considerably short ¢f what
the President asked for: A compiete re-
moval of the present arms embargo or
Turkey.

First, S. 846 would 1lift the embargc
only partly and only if Turkey does not
violate the cease fire, does not increase
its forces on Cyprus, does not sead any
U.S. arms to Cyprus.

Moreover, the bill would not allow at
the start any Government arms cales to
Turkey. Section 3 of this bill states that
such sales could not be resumed and I
emphasize, could not be resumei until
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the legislation authorizing sales and
credits for the fiscal year 1976 has been
enacted by this House sometime late
this fall.

The committee placed this limitation
on resumption of arms sales to Turkey
to permit the Congress time to determine
what progress, if any, is made with re-
spect to a solution on Cyprus. The com-
-mittee also wanted to prohibit the use
of any funds made available for 1976
under any continuing resolution author-
ity for the sale of military equipment to
Turkey.

I can assure the Members of the House
that the Committee on International Re-
lations, in response to this partial lifting
of the embargo, will give Turkey the
closest scrutiny, If there is no progress
in negotiations, if there is no good faith
effort on the part of Turkey, it is highly
probable that the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and this Congress
would certainly not permit any future
sales to Turkey.

Second, this bill retains the prohibition
against grant military assistance. For
those Members who oppose any form of
foreign aid, or any form of grant mili-
tary assistance to Turkey, I want them
to know that there is not one single dime
of grant military assistance in this bill,

Again, I am saying all we are doing
here is partially lifting the embargo. We
are letting Turkey pick up the military
equipment they bought and largely paid
for. Some $85 million has already been
paid for items in this $185 million pipe-
line. The Turks are actually paying stor-
age charges in this country for military
equipment which they purchased here.
All this bill does is 1ift the embargo par-
tially by letting that pipeline and com-
mercial sales to be delivered.

I know this is a very emotional issue
to some of the ethnic groups in our coun-
try; but I want to say to this House, I am
a first generation American. I think
where I come from, we are good, loyal
Americans. I think most of my Greek
American friends are among the most
patriotic Americans I have -ever met. As
Americans—all of us—are dealing here
with a matter which not only has an
emotional content but also affects the
security of our country. When we deal
with such an issue, we must all try to put
aside our emotions and act on it on the
basis of what is best for our country and
for peace.

_'The bill which is before us tries to do
this. In putting it forward, our commit-
tee tried to use an-even-handed ap-
proach. .

We believe, it is important for our
country to be friends with both Greece
and Turkey. -

That is why our bill calls for military
and economic aid to Greece, in addition
to the partial lifting of the arms em-
bargo on Turkey, and refugee aid. X

Last year, Greece purchased $169 mil-
Hon dollar’s worth of arms in the United
States. S '

The pipeline of arms going to Greece
is over $619 million dollars.

We want Greece to get those arms,
even though some Greeks started the
fireworks on Cyprus, and even though
we received testimony that U.S. arms

furnished to Greece were used illegally
on Cyprus. :

But in addition tc helping Greece, we
want to help break the deadlock which
is hurting everybody; Gtreece, Turkey,
Cyprus, and NATO, and to retain the
right of access to critical military bases
in Turkey which are essential to the
security of our own country.

Mr. Chairmean, there are two catego-
ries of such military bases and installa-
tions in Turkey which are of particular
interest to the United States. In the first
category are those bases which are ori-
ented toward the common defense of
NATO. The second jnvolves those which
are of primary importance to U.S. de-
fense needs, including several essentlal
intelligence installations.

Loss of these bases would impair U.S.
ability to carry out its NATO responsi-
bilities and would deny the United States
use of valuable, if not irreplaceable, in-
telligence installations which serve U.S.
strategic defense needs, separate and
distinct from those of NATO. Further-
more, loss of the bases would inhibit or
preclude the use of Turkey to support
contingency operations elsewhere in the

region, including the Middle East, and.

would restrict overflight of Turkish air
space by U.S. military aircraft.

Mr. Chairman, the President, the
Secretary of State, the Secretary of De-
fense, and I assume the National Secu-
rity Council have made the decision
that access to those bases—and peace be-
tween Greece and Turkey—are in the
national interest of our country. They
also concluded that we cannot achieve
those things unless we help the negoti-
ations get started by removing the arms
ban on Turkey. That is why I am stand-
ing in this well, I am mnot against the
Greek people or the Turkish people or
the people of Cyprus. I hate to see them
fight each other. And when the Presi-
dent of the United States—even though
he is of a different political party than
mine-—comes to me and says that we
must remove this embargo in the inter-
est of this country and in the interest
of resolving the problem on Cyprus, I
am willing to give him a hearing. And I
am wishing to move at least part way
in his direction.

This may be the only way, the only
way we are going to nudge the Greeks,
the Turks, and the Cypriots to start nego-
tiations. All of them seem frozen in con-
crete on this issue. I do not want to go
into the history of Greck-Turkish re-
lations to try to explain why each side
finds it so difficult to make the first move
and compromise. The people of those
countries have had some -rough times
with each other for a thousand years—
or more. All this stands in the way of a
solution to this problem.

Mr. Chairman, 15 years ago, when
Cyprus became independent, three
countries—Greece, Turkey, and Great
Britain—undertook to guarantee its
independence. When Turkey invaded
Cyprus a year ago, it did it because, in
its opinion, it had to invade in order to
fulfill its responsibility under that
treaty.

Even my friends who are opposing this
bill will admit that TTurkey had a right
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under the treaty of 1960 to go in and try
to preserve the independence of Cyprus.
The Turks did not start this conflict, The
Members know and I know that it was
not the Turks who tried to assassinate
the elected leader of Cyprus. Turkey had
nothing to do with it. So the people who
started this have to bear a little bit of
the blame for this whole operation. Emo--
tions are high, but we cannct afford to
walk out and leave our southéast flank of
NATO alone. So, we must make some
move to break the deadlock.

We offer this compromise—and it is
a compromise, it has got all kinds of
safeguards in it—to break that deadlock.
All we are saying is that we are going
to take the first step. We, the United
States, are going to take the first step.
It is going to be up to Turkey to take
the second step. Then further progress
could follow. What we want is to get
negotiations started and bring peace to
that part of the world.

I want to say something to those of
my good friends who strongly support
Israel in the Middle East. During the
Yom Kippur war, we used the Azores as
a staging ares to support Israel. The
Members know and I know what is going
on in Portugal today. The prospects are
nhot very good that we can depend on the
Azores if we ever have a conflict in the
Middle East again. So our access to bases
in Turkey—access which we can only
have If there is a friendly relation be-
tween our two countries—is very im-
portant.

I was the author of the $2.2 bhillion
emergency security assistance %hill for
Israel. I brought it to this floor in 1973
to bail out a country that has the only
democracy in the Middle East. I just
wonder what is going to happen then in
the future? We have some very important
bases in Turkey, both NATO and U.S.
intelligence gathering bases, and they
are very, very imporfant and they will
be important not only to this country
but important to our friends in the Mid-
dle East if we ever have another con-
flict there.

So there is quite a bit wrapped up in
this bill today. I know that many of us
have all kinds of pressures, all kinds of
pressures. I even got a call from one of
my constituents, and he said to me, “You
know, I am going to defeat you next time
and put you back to practicing medi-
cine.”

I said, “Well, maybe I would be better
off practicing medicine than with the
job I have now.” So I know emotions are
running high in this. But I want every-
body to assess their position before they
vote. When this debate is concluded, I
hope the Members will decide the way I *
did, that the vote for this compromise
bill is in the interest of the national se-
curity of our country—of peace between -
Greece and Turkey—of help for the refu-
gees on Cyprus—and of the overall secu-
rity situation in eastern Mediterranean.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may conswume,

(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was
glven permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, as

_we move to debate the proposal to ease
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ithe embargo on military assistance to
Turkey. let us be clear from the outset
about the significance of the choice bé-
Jore us. Congress today is considering an
zmotionally charged issue of very real
consequence to the conduct of our foreign
policy, an issue that transcends partisan
political considerations and goes to the
ver;7 heart of our national security in-
terests, the continued vitality of our al-
liar ces, and the security situation in the
easlern Mediterranean. We seek to help
resolve a tragic human situation on the
island of Cyprus, but we also seek to
strengthen bilateral relationships with
imgortant allies, to buttress the south-
ern flank of NATO, and to preserve the
status of vital security installations. Our
yote today may well be the most impor-
tan: foreign policy decision Congress will
make this year. We have a responsibility,
to curselves and to the Nation, to judge
this matter on its merits and to act in
ine overriding national interest.

More than a generation ago, in the
aftermath of a World War II, a Republi-
can Congress joined with a Democratic
’re:ident to meet a Communist threat
io Greece and Turkey. In a historic
denr.onstration of bipartisanship and con-
cern for the overriding security objectives
of this Nation, Congress and the Execu-
tive joined in support of the Truman doc-
trine.  Many isolationists cast their first
vote for a policy of responsible interna-
tioralism. This departure from past prac-
tice was-a gamble, intensely debated, and
unpopular with many constituents. There
was no guarantee that the Truman doc-
trine would save Greece and Turkey
{rora communism, but it did. In retro-
spect, one would have to say that Con-
gress acted with courage, wisdom, and
foresight. :

Today Congress is again confronted
with a crisis of major proportions in the
2astern Mediterranean, a conflict involv-
ing Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus that is
growing more acute with every passing
day The United States, deeply involved
in the effort to bring peace to the Middle
£as and well aware of the implications
of eny future war in that area, can ill
afford deterioration of conditions on
Cyprus or a new crisis between Greece
and Turkey. Our own security interests
atre very much at stake.

Tne situation on Cyprus is festering.
3_“he embargo on arms to Turkey has not
forced negotiating concessions. Rather it
hias poisoned relations between Ankara
and Washington, contributed to tensions
the Aegean, damaged NATO solidarity,
called into question the status of im-
portant U.S. installations in Turkey, and
increased the possibility of future con-
itict in the region.

A.lof us are aware, Mr. Chairman, that
the arms embargo is a hot political issue.
There are very few of us in this Cham-
ber who stand to gain popularity back
hom.e by voting in favor of this bill. In
add: tion to the political aspects of this
question, there are many Members of
T’ongress who see the involvement of pro-
found—and in my opinion frequently
legitimate—moral issues. Some would

construe easing the embargo as a reward:

for_ Turkish aggression on Cyprus, or as
a license for other nations around the
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world to misuse weapons supplied to
them by the United States.

On one moral issue, however, .aere
should be no disagreement. All of u. are
deeply concerned with the plight of the
180,000 refugees on Cyprus who have
been displaced for almost a year, living
in wretched conditions, yearning t: re-
turn to their homes. There are h:inest
differences of opinion on how be:t to
move forward the Cyprus negotiations
and resolve the refugee problem, hut I
can say with, confidence that all of v.: are
working in good faith to achieve thi: ob-
jective. The legislation before us m.akes
clear our concern with the refugee:; on
Cyprus and encourages the admini:tra-
tion to render effective assistance tc¢ vic-
tims of the conflict.

If we are going to debate the Tu kish
arms embargo with the seriousness of
purpose it so clearly deserves, let us hegin
by resolving any ambiguity about the
legislation before us. This bill doe: not
emanate from the White House; it is
barely acceptable to the President the
Department of State, and the Goiern-
ment of Turkey, all of whom have a -lear
preference for the Mansfield-Scott ver-
sion. The proposal or: the floor is i bi-
partisan congressional initiative, r.zgo-
tiated and drafted by Members of this
body. and I commend my Democratic col-
leagues on the Committee on Inteirna-
tional Relations who have made sucli an
important, responsible contributio: to
this proposal. It is a sincere attemt at
evenhandedness: an honest effort to i1elp
break the stalemate on Cyprus, tc re-
lieve the human tragedy on that is and,
to improve our relations with imporant
NATOQ allies—Greece included—an: to
serve the vital security interests of this
Nation.

This legislation does not countenince
the illegal deployment of military ec uip-
ment supplied by the United State:. It
does not imply tacit recognition of the
status quo on Cyprus. It is not pro-
Turkish or pro-Greece, nor is 5 a
knuckling under to Turkish pressur¢ on
our bases. This bill does not open wide
the gates to renewed arms shipm -nts
to Turkey. It provides for continuing
restrictions on access to arms that le:.ves
Turkey at a distinct disadvantag: in
comparison to Greece. in acquiring mili-
tary equipment. In addition. section 3 of
the bill clearly stipulates that Turkey
shall acquire only military equipme:.; as
the President determines, and ceriifies
to Congress, as necessary for Turke: to
fulfill her NATO responsibilities. Section
3 also states that relaxation of the -m-
bargo shall only be effective while 'fur-
key observes the cease fire on Cyiirus,
does not increase its forces on Cynrus,
and does not transfer U.S.-supplied :.rms
to that island.

Those who are concerned with pur ish-
ing Turkey for misuse of American 1ili-
tary equipment should understand that
that this bill, in effect, places Turkey
on parole by denying important military
credit and FMS cash purchases to An-
kara until such time as Congress cts
on foreign assistance legislation for f.cal
year 1976.

In its most fundamental sense, the .eg-
islation we are debating today is re-og-
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nition that continued stalemate on
Cyprus can only produce consequences
unacceptahle to all.

Supporters of the bill seek a s.ep back
from confrontation with Turke; and =
chance to get the Cyprus negotiation
off dead center. There is admit-edly no
guarantee that favorable Hous: action
today will lead to peace on Cypris, menct
the fissures in the southern ‘lank of
NATO, or even help determine he fate
of the 13 American citizens presently
unaccounted for on Cyprus. Bu. surely.
Mr. Chairman, anyone who looks at the
situation objectively will have t> admit
that the prospects for progress ::n these
fronts are virtually nonexistent u 1der the
present circumstances.

As a cosponsor of this bill and an
active participant in the negetiations
preceding it, I am frank to adrait it iz
my considered opinion that Turk :y acted
in violation of provisions of U.S. iaw and
agreements in force when it ur dertook
its second phase offensive on Cyi rus last
year. One could also argue that £ 1e Gov-
ernment of Greece is also in 1t least
technical violation of similar agree-
ments, but this is not the questicn. Tur-
key has been punished, and prunished
by Congress, for her transgressions. For
how long is it in the national interes:
of the U.S. Government to punish Tur-
key? I submit we have reached the
stage where continued punishrment is
counterproductive, jeopardizes tie policy
objectives we have set out, dam:zges our
security interests, and threatins the
vitality of impo:rtant relationshis.

Some would maintain that Turkey
should be punished until she -epents.
and penance in this case implies a prior
concession on the Cyprus issue. I think
we can all agree that the bill before us -
would lack the drama and emotional
content so evident today if the Gov-
vernment of Turkey would a<ree to
make prior concessions, but the fact is
that the Turks have made it a»oparent
they are not prepared to make zonces-
sions under pressure. This attituce is not
unique to the Government of Turkey.
Nor, I submit, is it the proper role of
the United States to use ibs leve "age on
Turkey or other Middle Easterr states
to force concessions or prejudice negoti-
ating positions. Qur task is rather to help
create an environment conducive to ne-
gotiations and encourage the pacties to
the dispute to meet and comiromise
their differences. ’

A favorable vote on this bill does not
strip Congress of its prerogative: in re-
spect to future military shipmnts to
Turkey. It does provide an inceniive for
the Turks to negotiate in good faith and.
through the provisions of the Fraser
amendment unanimously endorsed by
the Committee on Internations Rela-
tions, establishes a suspense period—
from now until such time as we :an act
on fiscal year 1796 foreign assistance
legislation—in which Congre:s can
gage the Turkish attitude on Cyprus
negotiations. The congressional over-
sight role is fully protected by -he re-
quirement that the administrat on re-
port, at 60-day intervals, on frogress
toward a negotiated settlement of the
Cyprus dispute.
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1 hope my colleagues on the floor will
also bear in mind that, during its de-
liberations on the arms embargo, the
Committee on International Relations
addressed on several occasions the ques-
tion of Turkish control over the opium
pobpy crop. While the opium issue is es-

sentially unrelated to either the imposi-

tion or the relaxation of the arms em-
bargo, it is nevertheless a question of
considerable, understandable concern to
the American Government. The Turks
are currently harvesting their opium
crop under a system of controls spon-
sored by the United Nations. It is still
too early to determine-if this system will
prove effective, but I believe the Gov-
ernment of Turkey deserves an oppor-
tunity to demonstrate its good faith on
this issue while we monitor the situa-
tion closely. I have every confidence
that, with Ambassador MacComber
serving in Ankara, the Congress will be
kept fully and currently informed of any
illegal diversion of Turkish opium pro-
duction. '

Congress today has an opportunity to
give peace a chance in the Eastern
Mediterranean, to make @ creative,
balanced contribution fo American di-
plomacy. We are not being asked to en-
dorse the administration’s preference—a
simple lifting of the arms embargo such
as passed in the Senate. We are instead
assessing an iniative of our own making,
one intended to demonstrate our good
faith to both the Greeks and the Turks,
and one which will hopefully break the
impasse that has eroded the srength of
NATO, prolonged the tragedy of Cyprus
and damaged our bilateral relations with
important allies.

Mr. Chairman, after man-years of Ex-
ecutive preeminence, Congress is grad-

~ually and effectively asserting its shared
responsibility in the conduct of our for-
eign relations. We have an obligation to
see that a shared responsibility is re-

sponsibly shared. When Congress im-~

posed the embargo on arms to Turkey,
it worked its will on the administration;
it initiated foreign policy.

Foreign affalrs 1s not a static disci-
pline. Regardless of the wisdom or lack of

“foresight inherent in the  original de-
cision to ban the shipment of arms to
Turkey, it is now apparent that a con-
tinuation of this embargo is not in the
best interests of the United States, Tur-
key, Greece, or the people of Cyprus. Ac-
tion on this issue is imperative. Failure
to pass the legislation before us can
only result in damage to our vital secur-
ity interests, increased tensions between
Turkey and the United States, danger-
ous stalemate on Cyprus, and a greater
likelihood of further hostilities in the
ares. . .

Mr. Chairman, there may be no more
vital foreign policy decision before this
body this year. I urge every Member to
weigh the consequences of his vote care~
fully and make a judgment based on the
real merits of the issue as it affects the
national interest of this Nation and our
allies. - .

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New

" York (Mr. ROSENTHAL) .

(Mr. ROSENTHAIL asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to S. 846. :

I agree with the gentleman from Mich-
igan (Mr. BrooMFIELD) and the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. MORGAN) ;
the distinguished chairman of our com-
mittee, that this is a vitally important
vote. It is probably the most important
foreign policy vote in this Congress and
probably one of the most important for-
eign policy votes in many, many years.

It involves a number of areas of great
interest: United States-Turkish rela-
tions, United States-Greek relations, and
U.S. relations with other arms purchas-
ing recipients. It also involves deep
NATO security interests, and, I think
most importantly of all for the long-
term future of U.S. national interests, it
involves the role of the Congress.

What is the role of Congress in for-
eign policy? The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MoreaN) elucidated that
the role of Congress must be subservient
to the Chief Executive, that he is our
Commander in Chief, and that when he,
together with the National Security
Council, lays out the course of conduct
of the Nation, Congress must follow.

That is the question that 1s before us
today.

Equal questions that we have to con-

sider are whether the rule of law or the’

rule of pragmatism will prevail, wheth-
er principle will prevail over expediency;
and this decision, each and every one
agrees, must be based on U.S. national
interests and on nothing else.

Like most of the important issues he-
fore the House, this is a complicated
subject. It involves conflicts of values, of
interest, and of obligations. Close allies
are involved, and so, indeed, is an im-
portant principle of law.

Equally important for the future is
our national policy on arins sales.

As I said earlier, the role of Congress
in setting foreign policy limitations and
restraint is in serious guestion.

Some of us have been involved for
many years in this and in associated
issues. As chairman of the Subcommittee
on Europe, I have worked on U.S. policy
in the eastern Mediterranean and to-
ward Greece since 1967. During most of

-those years I had to oppose the Govern-

ment in Greece and our policy of sup-
porting the military dictatorship. There
has been Innuendo and talk today of the
Greek lobby. Frankly, even though I am
opposed to this bill, I would think I am
one of the least likely members of that
lobby because for 7 years in my com-
munity I had to explain to my constitu-
ents why I opposed the government in
Athens.

Realistically speaking, the issue today is
not whether we favor Greece or favor
Turkey. The question really is as to what
kind of government we are. The question
is whether the rule of law still operates in
our foreign policy. )

I have been to both Greece and Turkey
many times, and I know and respect the
leaders of both countries. My carefully
considered opinion is that both countries
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will respect the United States, in the long
run, only if we reject this bill.

S. 846 is bad policy, it is bad legisla-
tion, and it is bad precedent. It is bad
policy because it continues a dangerous
and basically unfair tilt toward Turkey.
It is bad legislation because it carves a
fearful loophole in the law which forbids
the use of military aid, a law that has
been in existence for over 20 years. It is
bad precedent because the image of the
United States submitting to extortion for
the sake of military bases, no matter how
worthwhile, will not be lost on the rest
of the world..

I could tell the Members that the time
I spent on issues concerning the Eastern
Mediterranean is not necessarily pleas-
ant, and it was not politically expedient,
but this is an important area of the
world. It is an important area with re-
spect to both present and future Ameri--
can foreign policy. What we decide to-
day will determine United States foreign
policy in the Eastern Mediterranean and
in the Middle East, as well as in the Per-
slan Gulf, for the foreseeable future.

The vote we cast today will be regis-
tered in Portugal and Spain and in many
other places.

The fact of the matter is that this bill
cannot be sweetened. I think it is bad
legislation which must be rejected as it
is presented to us.

If the basic principles of law which
have guided our foreign aid policy for 25
vears are herewith today abandoned, we
may as well abandon any future help of
a balancing and meaningful role for
Congress in foreign policy.

The separate views in the report list
nine reasons why this is bad legislation.

Mr. Chairman, the nine points to which
I refer are as follows:

(1) The so-called compromise is no com-
promise. In exchange for a resumption of
arms sales, Turkey is required to do nothing
to correct actions it took on Cyprus. These
agressive actlons, made possible by American
weapons, caused the arms cutofl.

(2) A major principle of American foreign
policy is abendoned. Reviving arms to Turkey
without any action by Turkey to remedy the
consequences of its aggression abandons a
fundamental principle of American foreign
policy—that weapons are supplled by the
United States to other countries for defensive
and not for aggressive purposes.

(8) Restoring arms sales to Turkey con-
dones the continuing violations of law and
bilateral agreements. Over 30,000 Turkish
troops, equipped with American arms, still
occupy 49% of Cyprus, an Iindependent
country. 180,000 Greek Cypriot refugees re-
meain homeless. Turkey refuses to deal with
these conditions.

(4) This bill encourages further Turkish
aggression. Arms ordered by Turkey before
the embargo would be released “notwith-
standing any other provision of law” includ-
ing prohibitions against offensive use of
American Supplied arms. Turkey could use
these arms, and all commercial arms which
It is also allowed to buy under this bill, in
aggression against Greece.

(B) Resuming arms sales would be yielding
to Turkish extortion. This bill is a surender
to the Turkish threat to close U.S. bases.
Yielding to such a threat invites other coun-
tries to hold hostage 300 major U.S. over-
seas bases.

(6) Passage of 5. 846 would encourage
other countries to misuse U.S. arms. Over §8
bhillion in U.S. arms were sold abroad last
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vear. The legal restraints prohibiting the
transfer of these arms and limiting their use
to self-defense will be severely eroded else-
where if Turkey can resume buying U.S. arms
uncer present circumstances.

(7) The arms embargo has not produced
nrogyress cn Cyprus because it has been un-
HZermined publicly and privately by the De-
partment of State. On February 16, 1975,
11 days after the arms ban went into effect,
an Administration proposal was introduced
in the Senate to repeal the arms ban. Admin-
istration spokesmen have consistently and
repeatedly blamed Congress, which is en-
forcing the law, instead of Turkey. which is
violating it, as the obstacle to peace. This has
rncouraged Turkey to remain intransigent
with the expectation that the Administration
wot.id soon cause the ban to be lifted.

(8) Resumption of arms sales to Turkey
would severely damage Greece. Rearming Tur-
key could hava a “catastrophic” effect on the
new democracy in (Greece according to for-
mer Under Sacretary of State George Ball
when he testified In opposition to this bill.
1o rearm Turkey without the fundamental
rastraints of our laws, as this bill proposes,
zould also encanger U.S. bases in Greece and
arevived Greek role in NATO.

{9y Opponents of this bill support NATO
and want both Greece and Turkey to resume
their full participation in the alliance.
American policy must move toward rebuild-
ing the southeastern flank of NATO by sup-
norting a prompt and fair settlement on
Cyprus. As long as U.S. pollcy tilts toward
imirkey, the rebuilding of NATO is impos-
#ible.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
vield myself -0 minutes.

(Mr. DERWINSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I be-
ieve it is important that, to the degree
vossible, we keep the debate on this issue
directed to the actual facts.

When we stop to think that in the
background of any discussion of an issue
involving Greece and Turkey, there are
over 500 years of historic animosity, one
can understand the ease with which a
iiebate and discussion could get com-
pletely out of hand.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to urge the
Members to vote against S. 846, -as
amended. Tr.e basic issue in my judg-
ment is whezher or not there has been
sufficient progress on Cyprus to logically
permit resumption of arms shipments
irom the Uni-ed States to Turkey.

A:s we all know, S. 846 allows: a. im-
nediate shipment of $185 million in arms
ordered by Turkey before the February
rutoff; b. immediate resumption of all
commercial arms sales, and c¢. arms sales
by the U.S. Government later this year,
including credit sales at subsidized in-
terest rates.

Like many others who oppose the bill,
! favor resurmr ption of arms shipments to
Turkey. but I believe this should take
place only after specifis progress has been
achieved in restoring property rights to
refugees on the island and substantially
reducing military forces on Cyprus.

Like many Members, I am also con-
cerned over the fundamental principle
that countries receiving or purchasing
arms from the United States should not
11se tnem for purposes other than the def-~
inite alliances by which they are ap-
proved.

Those Members who served in th: last
session will recall that starting in Sep-
tember of 1974 there were a serizs of
resolutions containing restriction. on
U.S. arms shipments to Turkey. This
came about as the result of the inv.sion
of Syprus by the military forc-s of
Turkey. Basically, the Congress at that
time was saying that there should be a
prohibition against further shipme:it of
military arms to Turkey until ther: was
“substantial progress” on the Isla: d of
Cyprus.

The original resolution called for sub-
stantial progress.” Later on there “.as a
term, “good faith efforts” that wa. in-
volved in the House and Senate neg itia-
tions.

Finally, the third resolution, vich
was passed, if I recall correctly, ir. the
lame duck portion of the session, req .ired
that Turkey not break the ceas:-fire
agreement, nor increase its troor. on
Cyprus.

This eased the shipment of arms ~em-
porarily, allowing for the shipmert of
spare parts.

Then when this Congress again :iced
this subject early in this session the ; res-
ent restrictions were placed in a :on-
tinuing resolution.

In February of 1975, Secretary Ki:sin-
ger under these provisions, had tc an-
nounce that only ‘“slight” progress had
been made through negotiations on
Cyprus.

This is where we find ourselves tcday.

It is my understanding that later this
week the next scheduled round of dis-
cussions between the Turkish and C -eek
Cypriots are planned, and will unde¢ 1bt-
edly take place, but I am afraid they will
not produce progress, which is the real
issue before us.

We all recoghized, regardless of ..ne’s
view on the bill that is before us, “hat
both the Government of Greece an¢ the
Government of Turkey face major pr. liti-
cal complications of their own becau. 2 of
this issue. The fairly new Governme: t of
Greece under Mr. Karamanlis canot
make any major concessions on ar : of
its negotiations with Turkey unless t :iere
is substantial progress on Cyprus. We
have also been told repeatedly that the
Government of Turkey, which is a ¢ ali-
tion government, could lose control o: the
Parliament there if it made major on-
cessions in this respect.

We as Members of the Congress k 1ow
the domestic pressures that we often : ice,
and therefore, we can understand the
pressures on the Parliaments of Gr ece
and Turkey.

I would like to concur with the p»int
made earlier by the gentleman from Jew
York (Mr. RoseNTHAL) that this is not
a Greek-versus-Turkey issue. Those vho
are opposed to this message are not do-
ing so as what the press has labeled the
Greek lobby.” I think that is a very e ro-
neous and oversimplified concept. .:s I
understand the situation, the issu: is
whether or not there has been subs an-
tial enough progress on Cyprus to v ar-
rant the resumption of military sale: to
Turkey.

If in the judgment of a New Y ark
Member the situation on Cyprus is hat
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of substantial progress, then th:.t Mem-
ber should vote for this measure.

But if a Member believes, as 1 happen
to believe, that there has not bien sub-
starntial progress on Cyprus, thern a “no”
vote is called for.

I should also point ouf thai, in this
context, that the Greek-Ariericans
across the country who have ccmmuni-
cated with all of us in telegrams and
mailgrams, letters and telephotie calls.
are not doing anything more thian any
other group of interested Arerican:
would do on any subject. The fict that
the Greek-Americans feel very nvolved
in this issue and are very concerr:ed with
it is perfectly understandable. “"here i
not anything inconsistent with ar.y group:
of people in America feeling a special
pride or interest in the land o’ their
forefathers. If in this case the Greek-
Americans are especially - conceraed, we
should expect this as a matter «f prac-
tical fact. I do not think this should be
labeled a Greek lobby or Greek rressure.
It is the legitimate views of a very in-
terested group of American citi‘ens.

One last point I wish tc make at this
time, Mr. Chairman, is my concern over
the future of NATO and, of course, the
future of United States-Turkish and
United States-Greek relations. I have
here in my hand a recent articie from
the Chicago Daily News, and th: head-
line in the article reads: “Kissinzer and
U.S. Villains to Greece.”

We have nothing to gain, as . see it.
by alienating either the governments or
the peoples of Gireece or Turkey. Unfor-
tunately, the Secretary of State. as this
headline indicates, has been cas: in the
role of a villain. I submit that th:t is ob-
viously an exaggeration kut, neverthe-
less, it is a fact—-a fact insofar as >pinion
is concerned. It is a fact irsofar is pub-
lic opinion in Greece is concernad.

I think what we all want, even though
we are not agreeing on the forrauia to
obtain it, is a solid NATO. W= want
continued strong ties with Greeéce and
continued ‘*strong ties with "Turkey.
We want the Greeks and Turks to remain
allies. They have far, far more -0 gain
by working together than they have by
drifting apart.

Our differences of opinion today rest
on this very simple basis. Has there been
enough progress in the resettlerient of
refugees, the restoration of property
rights, of progress in negotiaticns be-
tween the Greek and Turkish-lypriot
leaders? Has there been enoug: of a
withdrawal of troops so that the C:overn-
ment of Cyprus is in fact in coz trol of
its island, its domain? One point{ I am
making at this time and that is in my
judgment it is not the case. Thire has
not been sufficient progress on Cyprus
to warrant the resumption of th: ship-
ment cf military equipmeni to Turkey.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rec gnizes
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
FASCFLL) .

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iadiana
(Mr. BRADEMAS) .

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
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permission to revise and- extend his
remarks.) :

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to urge my colleagues to vote today
against the bill, S. 846.

I believe, for a number of reasons, that
it would be a profound mistake, in terms
of the national interest of the United
States, for the House to approve this
legislation.

Let me, Mr. Chairman, here set forth
the reasons that I believe the House
should reject S. 846. -

First, this bill, which has been de-
scribed as a “compromise” is no compro-
mise.

Under the bill, Turkey gets arms from
the United States but Turkey is required
to do nothing with respect to the Turkish
action which caused the cutoff, the use
of American arms on Cyprus. Let me here
note, Mr. Chairman, that opponents of
arms to Turkey have consistently favored
resumption of arms provided Turkey
takes steps to remedy the consequences
of its action on Cyprus, especially with
respect to the humanitarian problem of
the nearly 200,000 refugees who have
been displaced from their homes.

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Sarsanes) and I visited some of these
people on Cyprus last January. Many of
them are living in tents.

There is a second reason the House
should reject S.846. It is that the re-
sumption of arms to Turkey without ac-
tion by Turkey to remedy its aggression
on Cyprus will explicitly condone clear
violations of conditions of U.S. law and,
bilateral agreements between the United
States and Turkey under which Turkey
received the arms. '

Mr. Chairman, the issue represented by
S. 846, is an issue of the rule of law.

Both the Foreign Assistance Act and
the Foreign Military Sales Act contain
. provisions prohibiting the use of arms
supplied by the United States for aggres-
sive purposes and both laws mandate an
immediate cutoff in further arms to any
country violating this condition.

Surely, Mr. Chairman, Congress can-
not be accurately characterized as med-
dling in the conduct of foreign policy
when Congress insists that the laws of
the United States be enforced.

A third reason S.846 is a bad bill,
Mr. Chairman, is that the approval of
arms to Turkey which 8. 846 authorizes
only encourages other nations buying or
receiving U.S. arms to use them without
restraint.

The distinguished former Under Sec-
retary of State, George Ball, in testify-
ing against this bill, warned of the “ex-
plosive” effects of a failure by the United
States to insist on restrictions on the use
of arms that we supply to other countries.
With U.S. arms exports increasing dra-
madtically, especially to such volatile
areas as the Middle East, such dangers
appear all too real. .

A fourth reason for the House to reject
S. 846 is that by approving arms to Tur-
key and thereby condoning the use of
American arms for aggressive purposes,
we, will be signaling the abandonment of

a fundamental principle of American for-"

eign policy. Turkey conducted its massive
invasion of Cyprus on August 14, 1974,

with American arms and continues its
occupation of 40 percent of Cyprus with
American arms. i

Mr. Chairman, there is a fifth reason
that S. 846 is bad legislation.

The resumption of arms to Turkey
which this bill authorizes would have a
very damaging impact in Greece.

Such resumption could threaten the
new democracy there. Former Undetr Sec-
retary George Ball told the Committee
on International Relations that passage
of this legislation would have a “catas-
trophic” impact in Athens with little
hope of bringing about constructive re-
sponse in Ankara.

Moreover, appraval of the legislation
could endanger both U.S. bases in Gireece
and a revived role for Greece within
NATO.

There is still another reason the House
should reject $. 846, Mr. Chairman. Re-
sumption of arms to Turkey without re-
medial action by that country on Cyprus
would be to yield to Turkish blackmail
threats to shut down U.S. bases there.

Secretary of State Kissinger said In
Atlanta, Ga., last month that the United
States would not surrender to threats of
this kind from other countries but, of
course, that is precisely what S. 846
Tepresents.

And, Mr. Chairmean, for the United
States to yield to such Turkish threats
would be to invite similar threats to U.S.
bases by other countries in which they
are located."

Mr. Chairman, we have repeatedly
been told by the administration that the
arms embargo has not produced progress

on Cyprus and should therefore be lifted. .

But the fact is that Secretary of State
Kissinger has, by both public and private
automadtic, undercut the effectiveness of
the embargo from the start.

On February 16, 1975, 11 days after
the arms ban went into effect, Mr. Kis-
singer’s bill to repeal the ban was intro-
duced in the Senate. Mr. Kissinger has
consistently blamed Congress, which is
enforcing the law, instead of Turkey,
which is violating it, as the ohstacle to
peace.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Kissinger's state-
ments and actions have encouraged Tur-
key to believe that the administration
would be successful in reversing Congress
on the Turkish aid issue. It is obvious
that this approach served only to kill
any incentive Turkey would have had to
make concessions on Cyprus. And, Mr.
Chairman, I should point out that
arms fiowed to Turkey from July to Feb-
ruary but that during that time Turkey
showed no willingness to make conces-
sions on Cyprus.

Mr. Chairman, if we pass S. 846 today,
we will not only be authorizing the im-
mediate shipment of $185 million of
arms to Turkey and we will not merely
be allowing the immediate resumption
of commercial sales by U.S. arms manu-
facturers to Turkey. By passing 'S. 846
we will also be authorizing the automatic
resumption this year of all sales by our
Government of military goods to Turkey
by cash or by credit subsidized by Amer-
ican taxpayers immediately upon enact-
ment of the regular foreign assistance
bill.
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I conclude, Mr. Chairman, by saying
that S. 846 is a bad bill. It means a
surrender by Cyprus of principle, a sur-
render by Cyprus of its proper role in
insisting that our laws be faithfully en-
forced. It would mean opening the door
to further and dangerous abuses of arms
supplied by the United States to other
countries.

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of Amer-
ica, this bill should be rejected.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute because I think the
REecorD should be corrected with respect
to one statement made by my good friend
from Indiana.

I have in my hand here a “Dear Col-
league” letter signed by the gentleman
from Minnesota, (Mr. FRASER), the gen-
tfleman from Ohio (Mr. WHALEN), and
the gentleman from Alabams (Mr.
BUCHANAN) .

This letter says:

George Ball, who testified In opposition
to the bill as originally before the Committee,
did testify at that time that the U.S. should
do something. )

His present position is that while he would
have preferred that the bill contain a direct
linkage to negotiations on Cyprus, that with
the Committee amendment which defers
any new sales until Congress acts on the
military authorization in the fall, on balance
it is better to pass the bill as amended than
to kill it.

I just want to say that George Ball's
position has changed with the adoption
of the Fraser amendment.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr, WHALEN) .

(Mr. WHALEN asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, whether
or not to continue military aid to Turkey
has been the most troublesome issue with
wheh I have had to deal since joining the
In,tﬁrnational Relations Committee in
1971.

With one exception, I have voted for
every resolution terminating military as-
sistance to Turkey. I did so for two
reasons.

The first was a matter of principle. I
felt it wrong to continue to supply weap-
ons to a nation which had used our
equipment in invading another country.

Second, I hoped that the discontinu-
ance of aid would result in meaningful
concesslons by Turkey in the Cyprus
negotiations.

Mr. Chairman, it is not easy for a poli-
tician to admit a mistake. But I am com-
pelled to do so today, because it is clear
to me that I was wrong in both of the
assumptions upon which I predicated my
past Turkish aid roles.

First, I was not fully informed of all
of the facts relating to the use of Ameri-
can arms in Cyprus. I was aware that
actions by the Greek Government pre-
cipitated the Cyprus conflict. However,
I only learned recently that Greek troops
equipped with infantry-type American
weapons were sent to Cyprus to reinforce
Greek troops, 700 of which were illegally
positioned there since 1967. Mr. Chair-
man, principles of law must be applied
uniformly. It is now obvious to me that
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the Congress has not done so in the case
of last year’s Cyprus conflict.

Second, I misjudged human nature. As
has 50 often happened in the past, a con-
gressional threat generates a response
quite the opposite from that which we
intended. Turkish politicians are con-
fronied with the same pressure as we are.
Thus, I should not have been surprised
that national pride would preclude Tur-
key's caving in to congressional dicta-
tion.

#or these reasons I have changed my
position of the question of limited mili-
tary aid to Turkey. Thus, Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of S. 846, as amended
by the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

Teoday the House should consider this
measure in tae light of two questions:
first, has the objective of the aid ban been
achieved? Second, what might we expect
if the Congress fails to enact S. 846, as
amended?

Let, me discuss each briefly?

#irst. has the cutoff goal been at-
tained? Obviously not, for the reasons
which I alreedy have indicated. Cyprus
negotiations still are stalemated.

Second, what might occur if the Con-
gress continues to apply a principle un-
evenly?

‘T2 negotiations stalemate undoubt-
edly will continue. We must remember
that concessions are all one way. It is
oniy Turkey which, literally, can give
zround.

Cengress will put the Government of
Turkey in the unwilling, but politically
necessary position of taking retaliatory
acticns against us with respect to our
impcrtant miltary bases there.

The Turkish armed forces, in the
short; run will feel the pinch of the em-
pargo. In the long run, however, Turkey
can purchase comparable arms from any
pumber of other nations.

‘I'ne situation in the Middle East would
be further destabilized if Turkey obtains
cash or credits from the oil-rich Arab
states with which to pay for these ac-
quisitions.

Mr. Chairman, the United States, re-
gretiably, is in the middle of an age-old
dispute between two valued friends.
Since we already have chosen to ignore
the principle of equal application of the
law, two other factors command our con-
sideration as we vote on this measure
today.

#irst, will passage of S. 846, as amend-
ed. bring progress toward a Cyprus set-
tiement? This I cannot guarantee. The
Fresident beliaves it will. But we do know
that the present approach has not
worked.

Second, is enactment of amended S.
846.in our national interest? The answer
is an unequivocal “Yes.” Failure to do so
wiil jeopardize our intelligence-gather-
ing capacity, will weaken NATO, and will
perpetuate a cancer which threatens
peace in the Middle East and, indeed, the
world.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of S.
846, as amended.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.

“hairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHALEN. I yield to the gentle-

man from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I am impressed by the
thoughtful presentation the gentleman
has made, and would like to associate
myself with his remarks as the re:ason
why I too join in urging support for this
bill.

Mr. WHALEN. I thank the gentleraan
for his support.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois «Mr.
DERWINSKI) .

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairma::, I
yvield 5 minutes to the gentleman f-om
New York (Mr. PEYSER) .

(Mr. PEYSER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to my colleague
from New York.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, the
gentelman from Ohioc (Mr. WHALEN)
has neglected to mention that urder
section 614 of the Foreign Assistance
Act, the President had up to $50 miliion
in grant military assistance which he
could give to any one country in iny
year. In other words, last fiscal y-=ar,
which ended on June 30, the Presicent
could give Turkey $50 million. Beginr ing
on July 1st, the President could :ive
another $50 million. The gentlerian
from Ohio at no point entered that con-
sideration into his theory of what mizht
happen if this bill is defeated.

Mr. PEYSER. I thank the gentlerian
for his comments.

Mr. Chairman, this is not an easy “nte
for me today. I am-a Republican, and we
have, I believe, an outstanding Repunil-
can President sitting in the White Hcuse
today. But, I also feel that if Presicent
Ford were sitting in the House with us
today as a Member of Congress, I am
confident he would say to us, “Lister to
both sides of the argument and act using
your own judgment as to what you think
is best for this country.”

I am equally sure he would never sug-
gest that Congress act as a rubber-
stamp for the executive branch. I have
very much appreciated the opportu:ity
given to me by President Ford to let me
hear the administration’s side of the
picture, and I am equally indebted to
the many Members of this body, who
have been actively involved over the
past 8 months, in learning their po:nts
of view. I have, after careful thought,
reached a decision on this issue. My
decision is based on many factors; but
due to the very limited time, I am gcing
to touch on just two of them.

In the fall of 1972 the Turkish Gov-
ernment put into force an agreement
reached with the U.S. Government not
to have its people grow the poppy that is
ultimately used for the production of
heroin. In exchange for this, the United
States agreed to pay the Turkish Gov-
ernment in excess of $35 million. There
is no need for me to outline to the Mem-
bers the havoc that was being wrouzht
in this country by the influx of her:in.

In the summer of 1974 the same Turk-
ish Government ultimately broke its
agreement unilaterally and once again
reinstated the right of the farmers in
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Turkey to grow the poppy. It :s esti-
mated by our people this year that over
140 tons of opium will be prodiced in
Turkey.

The impact on our country, if we are
not successful in stopping the ‘low of
heroin into this country that is now be-
ing produced, is going to be perfectly
terrible. For this reason, I feel that the
word of the Turkish Government is very
much in doubt. This is a gove nment
that today says to us: “Approve our
arms deal or we will throw you out of
the mifitary bases.”

I would also Yke to note that today
in the press the Governrent ¢f Jor-
dan—and this is King Hussein speak-
ing—salid:

Do not attempt to scale down o:r arms
deal or we will go elsewhere. 3uch a tempits
will entail adverse effects on the United
States and Jordan relationships.

I wonder, are we really about to go
down @ road in foreign affairs trat has
a signpost on it that says, “Shout loud
enough, threaten us enough, and we will
give you what you want, whether we
agree with it or not.”

I am beginning to believe we a~e in a
period of foreign policy by bla:ikmail,
and I hope we can get out of tha: period
and get, out of it right now and that for-
eign governments recognize that « ur ac-
tions will not be controlled by tareats.

I believe that the people of this coun-
try want us to be part of the worl.l com-
munity, but they want and demas: d that
we in Government act indeper.dently
and not under the threat of reprisal.

I believe that this vote today rgainst
further aid to Turkey, at this tine, will
miake our feelings very clear.

The CHAIRMAN. The ‘time
gentleman has expired.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr, Chairran, I
yield 2 additional minutes t» the
gentleman from New York (Mr PEy-
SER) .

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, :ill the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gen'leman
from Ohio.

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman. I just
wanted to refer to the question posed
by the gentleman from New Yor< (Mr.
RoOSENTHAL). Of course, it is tru= that
during my remarks I did not mention
the fact that the President does have a
so-called waiver authority, autho:ity to
issue some $50 million worth of squip-
ment to Turkey. But this is not the issue.
The issue concerning the Turkist: Gov-
ernment is the action of the U.S Con-
gress. If the President does issue a waiver
authority, this in no way removes or re-
solves the issue in the minds of Turkish
officials.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairmzn, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PEYSER. 1 yvield to the gen'leman
from New York. .

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairm:n, the
issue is the position of the J.8. Govern-
ment. If these bases are importar..—and
I think they are important—then the
President could have done sometting to
help resolve the issue by giving a grant
of $50 million to Turkey this yeur and
$50 million this week—that is $100 mil-
lion—and if Turkey responded firmly to

¥ the
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that, then I would have been in the
forefront of leading the Congress to
rescind the arms embargo.

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield so that I may respond
to the gentleman from New York?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio. .

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, I say
this is in no way the issue. The Turkish
CGovernment is not concerned with the
attitude of the administration. It is the
administration which is, after all, trying
to achieve a partial lifting of the ban.
The Turkish Government is concerned
with the position of the U.S. Congress,
and by failing to act, the problem would
still pertain.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, there is
one statement I would like to make be-
fore my time is up.

There are many of us who are taking
this position today against giving aid to
Turkey who have consistently voted in
support of defense funds for the con-
tinued strength of the United States and
for keeping the United States stronger
than any nation in the world.

‘Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to emphasize what has just been said
by my dear friend, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. PEYSER) .

Tt seems as though we have been just
concerned with the sensitivities of the
Turkish people and their internal politi-
cal problems, and not the integrity of
this Government. The integrity of the
U.8. Congress has never become an issue
as far as the Turkish Government uni-
laterally violating an executive agree-
ment is concerned.

The question is: What good is any
agreement that we legislate or that the
executive branch goes into? What dif-
ference does it really make whether we
put restrictions on arms that we our-
selves give to other nations?

The fact of the matter is the integrity
of this country, regardless of who was
the President at the time and regardless
of who was heading the Turkish Gov-
ernment at the time, involves certain
principles of international law and de-
cency. If it means, because the Turkish
Government changes 1ts leadership be-
cause of political problems, that then
Turkey can decide to go into the grow-
ing of opium, then we should not have
gone into the agreement.

‘What bothers me is not that one coun-
try may insult the United States but that
my country will join in that insult in-
stead of asking for enforcement of the
agreement. If we were asking diplomati~
cally for explanations as to why the
agreement was not enforced, then per-
haps I could stand here and say that at
least our country Is concerned about
these tons of poison, this heroin that
flows-into the streets of our cities; I could
be assured that our Government is con-
cerned about the problem.

But what do we find instead? We find
our Ambassador, Ambassador Macom-

ber, who fought vigorously, without any
support from our administration, beg-
ging the Turkish Government to abide
by its agreement. And they ignored him,
Secretary Kissinger made no remarks,
publicly or privately, ahout the Turkish
decision. Then we find our representa-
tives in the United Nations lauding the
Turkish Government because they de-
cided to grow opium and produce it by
using a straw process that nobody in the
United States of America is familiar
enough with tc know what is going on,
since they have no straw-processing ma-
chinery in Turkey.

The Turkish Government tells us that
they do nof want Americans involved in
oversight, and that only the United Na-
tions will be able to give them assistance
to avoid diversion of opium from thelr
flelds, and yet it is this very same Turk-
ish Government that said that the only
way to control diversion of opium was to
have a ban on opium in Turkey.

If 4 years ago they could not control
the growth or the diversion of opium in
four provinces, how in God’s name are
we going to believe that they can control
it in eight provinces. '

It bothers me that nobedy in the State
Department has even raised this as an
order of priority. I have been told by the
State Department and the executive
branch that we have to wait to see what
happens. .

Members of the Flouse, I think that
when we go into a contract, at least our
side, the party representing the interests
of the United States, should not say that
we will, wait to see what happens.

The Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion is just as much a part of the execu-
tive branch as the Secretary of State.
Therefore, when we go to the Drug En-
forcement Administration, the former
Director has been saying that we ex-
pect that in August and early Septem-
ber, as a result of a bumper opium crop,
that the heroin will be on the streets of
the United States of America, and the
executive branch immediately responded
by saying, “Mr. Bartels, you are an
honorable man, but you are fired from
your job.”

That has been the only voice which
has been undisputed as the head of the
Drug Enforcement Administration, and
nobody who has taken over since Mr.
Bartels has been fired and has given me
any security to believe that that Turkish
oplum will not he reaching the streets of
New York and other major cities.

Therefore, my colleagues, some Mem-
bers may think that it is unrelated. They
may say, “What does this have fto do
with our international relationship?” I
am telling the Members that we are ask-
ing the Congress today to enter into
some kind of compromise, and based on
this, we do not know whether the Turk-
ish Government is going to do anything
because they have niot agreed to do any-
thing.

I would suggest and respectfully ask
the Members to do this: Look at what

they did the last time when they actu- .
.ally entered into an agreement. What

they decided to do unilaterally, with-
out even telling our President or our
Congress, violate the agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
has expired.

Mr., DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gentle-~
man from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

Mr." BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RANGEL. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr, BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to ask the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) this question:
In the event the lifting of the embargo
is not successful, does the gentleman
think, in his judgment, that we will have
better control, better relations with Tur-
key over the poppy issue? I think we will
have less, and I think it is important.

I think the gentleman will agree that
we have one of the top diplomats in the
State Department in Bill Macomber, who
is working extremely closely with the
Turkish Government. They know of our
concern.

The gentleman in the well made a
very fine presentation before our com-
mittee. This is of top priority to the Gov-
ernment of the United States, but I think
we would be in a much better position
with respect to the lifting of the em-
bargo if our relationships would continue.
This is not going to be a low priority
matter. ’

Will the gentleman comment on that?

Mr. RANGEL. I certainly will because
until the Turks were in trouble in Cyprus,
this never was a priority item with this
administration, and my dear friend, Bill
Macomber, one of the most dedicated
public servants I have ever met, was in
the battlefields alone fighting the Turks
until the Cyprus situation came along.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. BIESTER).

(Mr. BIESTER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I fully
appreciate the sensitivity of this issue
to each of us as Members.

I would not come to the well of this
House and urge a single colleague to risk
the anger of good friends and support-
ers unless I were certain that the inter-
ests of the entire American people de-
manded it.

We have heard arguments and discus-
sion here today about what the role of
Congress ought to be in these issues. Ob-
viously, the role of Congress should be
that of an equal partner in the develop-
ment of foreign policy. That is a consti-
tutional responsibility. However, Mr.
Chairman, that constitutional responsi-
bility imposes upon each of us, as a
Member of Congress, to dispose that re-
sponsibility wisely and well in the long-
range and short-range interests of all of
the American people.

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, I was
somewhat astonished to hear the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. ROSENTHAL)
after a very eloquent initial speech about
the role of Congress, say that he would
prefer that the President, not the Con-
gress, proceed to ship arms to the Turks.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield? )
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Mr. BIESTER. I yield briefly on that
poini.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, my
point is that I do not want to see the
fundamenial law changed, and if the
pragmatic situation is in the interest of
ihe United States to get some dialog
going with the Turks, then the President
hias the unique opportunity under exist-
ing iaw to co this, and he chose not
o do it.

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I con-
{inue to be astonished by the gentle-
man’'s remarks.

Mr. Chairrnan, the strong argument
for this bill iies not in any words that
we can offer here but lies instead in a
view of the map of the Mediterranean
Sea. We cannot underestimate the sig-
nificance of the entire Mediterranean
srea in terms of a potential outflanking
«f western Europe and thereby the Fin-
landization of western Europe.

We dare nct be naive about the Soviet
ambitions not only in the eastern quarter
of the Mediterranean which they have
well  displayad, but their ambitions
throughout +he entire Mediterranean
which they cisplay in their interest in
ilwe Government of Libya, which they
dispiay in their interest in the events in
t*ortugal and which they display in the
deveiopment of the Communist Party
sirength in Italy. Certainly each Mem-
ter of this House must understand
thereby the significance and importance
of both Greece and Turkey as allies and
friends of the American people.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 2 additional minutes to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, this is
an ancient issue, it is not a new one.
Why should we be surprised because in
the middle of this ancient issue a proud
peopie like the Turks would decline to
e interested in movement toward com-
promise under the pressures of the
American Congress?

Realistically, Mr. Chairman, any Turk-
ish Government which conceded and
raved in under that pressure would be
swiftly replaced by one which would then
repudiate the compromise earlier
reached.

I ihave sat 1n this Chamber and I have
listened over and over again to the de-
velopment of the idea that we in America
must become accustomed to a new role
in the world in which, as it has been
expressed in recent years, arrogance of
power ought not to let us believe that
we can control all the issues of the world
all the time. In this instance we cannot
45 an outside party force either one of
these two currently quarreling friends
of ours to take a particular position in
the solution >f their long-term dispute.
We dare not, in the pursuit of trying to
lJive up to the letter of our own law,
under circumstances in which its appli-
cation is far from clear, jeopardize the
iong-range interests of the American
people.

One can say that he does not care
about those bases in Turkey, but, Mr.
Chairman, any analysis of what those

bases are and what the losses of trose
bases would mean to the security of the
American people, is something rach
Member will have to consider as h= or
she casts his or her vote. Are we to igore
the data on the Soviets’ space and mis-
sile programs? Are we to ignore the data
about the early warning radar on So-
viet missile attacks? Are we to ignore the
data concerning verification of Scviet
compiiance with agreements limiting
ABM development?

I urge support of this legislaticn.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I ;ield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
tornia (Mr. JOHN L. BURTON).

(Mr. JOHN L. BURTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extenc: his
remarks.)

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Chuir-
man, 1 rise in opposition to this reszlu-
tion. I would like t» address m; self
briefly to the great importance -hat
everybody says these bases in Tu-key
have. I would hope to God that the
strength of America and the proteciion
ol our people is not based upon an ursta-
ble nation, and that we have to rel: on
Turkey, whose government is unstabl-. to
protect us and give us information re-
garding the Soviet Union. If we have to
do that, we are in big trouble.

I submit, one, the question is Congress
and Congress attitude. I think we ex-
pressed our attitude last year. We ave
a right to express it this year. We are
being asked to submit to blackmail from
Turkey that they might take away toese
bases from us. I have been told th:at if
ail of these bases are taken away we
would have to spend $250 millior. to
come up with the expertise to give us
the type of oversight that these Turiish
bases give us. But I would rather spend
that money and have that oversight
within the jurisdiction of this Nation and
not in the jurisdiction of a governnient
that is unstable.

The present law merely states thal the
President certify good faith efforts are
being made and that Turkey is obeving
the laws of our land. This resol;tion
would not be necessary if that were so,
but Turkey has not shown good frith.
They have not obeyed our laws, ind,
therefore, the administration is coriing
back with Secretary of State Kissiiiger
again saying that he knows it all He
has given his commitment somewl.are,
and he can break the back of the legis-
lative branch of the people of the Ur:ted
States.

I said last year during the Turkish
debate that Kissinger ought to go. I say
today Kissinger ought to go, and I think
that the Congress, the duly elected Fiep-
resentatives of the American people,
should make these determination: I
urge a “no” vote.

ANNOUNCEMENT B8Y THE CHAIR

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. S1sk). Let the
Chair admonish the guests in the zal-
lery that they are not to audibly dep.on-
strate or manifest any feeling in <on-
nection with debate on the floor. The
Chair would expect adherence to :hat
rule.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MORGAN).
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Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gehtleman from New
York {Mr. SOLARZ).

{Mr. SOLARZ asked and wa: given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, this iz
the most difficult question whick I have
ever confronted in the 7 years I have
been in public life. I think the pros and
cons with respect to this legislarion are
so exquisitely in balance that I find it
difficult, indeed, to make a determina-
tion as to what to do. There are without
question strong and substantia. argu-
ments on both sides of this issue and it
was with great reluctance, and only after
the most serious thought, that I iecidec
to ckhange my mind and support -he leg-
islation before us.

I thought that I might briefly {ais aft-
ernoon share with the Members what
were for me the governing considerations
in this regard. First, I think that ‘ve have
in Turkey some critically significant in-
telligence installations which it is clearly
in the national interests of our Nation
to maintain. I am referring now not tc
the NATO bases in Turkey, not to the
Air Force and naval bases of c¢.uar own
country in Turkey, but rather o those
intelligence installations svhich provide
us with a range of information irvolving
the SBALT agreements, Soviet intercon-
tinerital ballistic missile capacitias, and
Soviet troop movements, which i~ iz ab-
solutely essential for us to have To be
sure, we could build bases elsewqere in
the general area in the unfortunate
evens that our intelligence instailations
in Turkey were closed down. But on the
basis of information available to our
committee and to the Congress as 2
whole, I think it fair to say that the re-
liability of our intelligence estimrates in
the event our installations in Turkey
were closed down would be subst.intially
and significantly reduced.

Insofar as these installations zive us
the capacity to monitor Soviet adherence
both to present and possibly to future
nuclear arms limitations as well. [ think
it is zritically important for us t¢ main-
tain our position in Turkeyv. As s meone
who is very much committed to th.e prin-
ciple that the peace of mankind is con-
tingent on progress in further nuclear
disarmament talks with the Soviet Un-
ion, [ think it very clear that our ca-
pacity to enter into such agreements de-
pends on our ability to monitor Soviet
adherence to them.

Second, I decided to support this legis-
lation because it seems to me it would
tend to facilitate progress in the nego-
tiations between Greece and Turksy with
respect to a resolution of the -:onflict
over Cyprus. Quite clearly, any progress
in the negotiations is contingent upon
concessions by the Turks who, through
their control of over 40 percent of the
land mass and the presence of 35,000 of
their troops in Cyprus, regrettahbly and
unfortunately hold most of the cards in
their own hands.

So far we have had the emburgo in
existence for 6 months and it seems fair
to say that however well intentioned the
embargo might have been, it has served
to harden rather than soften the Turkish
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position concerning conflict on Cyprus.
There is, of course, no guarantee that if
the embargo is lifted the Turks will be
willing to make the kind of concessions
which everyone agrees are a precondi-~
tion for a solution of the problem. But
I think it fair to say that if the embargo
is not lifted it is quite clear that con-
cessions will not be made, while if the
embargo is lifted there is reason to hope
that concessions will be made.

The political situation in Turkey today
is such that the Turkish Government is
composed of a very shaky coalition which
Treceived a vote of confidence when it was
first installed by a margin of only 4 votes
in the Turkish Parliament. It consists of
political parties which are adamantly op-
posed to any concessions with respect to
Cyprus and it is opposed by an opposi-
tion party led by the former Prime Min-
ister of Turkey who was in office when

the invasion first took place and who as

a consequence of that is enormously pop-

* ular with the Turkish people.

There is strong reason to believe that
in the absence of lifting the embargo the
Prime Minister of Turkey, however much
he might hope to get these negotiations
under way, would lack the political abil-
ity to do so. It is our hope that if the
embargo is lifted it might strengthen the
hand of the Turkish Prime Minister suf-
ficiently to enable him to go to the Turk-
ish Parliament and rouster enough sup-
port to permit him to make the kind of
conclusions which are necessary for our
agreement.

If lifting the embargo does not work,
then there is no reason why the Congress
cannot reimpose it. I think it is quite
clear that the committee voted to lift
the embargo partially in the hope and ex-
pectation that it would facilitate con-
cessions by the Turkish Government, I
would point out thal the Fraser amend-
ment, adopted in committee, provides
that no arms can be given to the Turks
through government sales, credits, or
guarantees until enactment of the For-
eign Military Sales Act later in the year.
So we will have an opportunity, if .this
bill passes today, to observe whether or
not the Turkish position softens and, if
it does not, then I for one would be will-
ing to reimpose the embargo and to vote
against any military assistance for Tur-
key when the Foreign Military Sales Act
comes up in the fall.

The major argument against this bill,
to my way of thinking, is that there is
a fundamental principle involved here
and that, if we lift the embargo on Tur-
key, we will somehow vitiate the restric-
tions on the use to which American arms
can be put by other countries that have
bought our weapons elsewhere in the
world. This is a significant argument
which deserves sertous consideration. But
I would say, by virtue of the fact that we
did impose an embargo for 6 months,
that we have already made it clear that
~we are prepared to penalize those coun-
tries which violate the restrictions on the
use to which our weapons can be put.

Second, I think this argument is not
fully responsive to the complexities of in-
ternational politics. The fact is that in
the lagt 30 yeurs there have been a series
of conflicts including the first Vietnam
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war from 1945 to 1954; the Nicaragua-
Costa Rica dispute in January 1955; the
Suez war in 1056; the Honduras-Nica-
ragua dispute in 1857; the Indonesia-
Malaysia war from April 1963 to June
1966, the Rann of Kutch incident in

" April 1965; the India-Pakistan war in

September 1965; the 6-day war in the
Middle East in June 1967; and the El
Salvador~-Honduras war in 1969,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 1 additional minute to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Cha1rman will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLARZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from INinois.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to congratulate the gentleman in the
well for presenting a well-reasoned
stateamanlike position on this bill. I
know it has not been easy politically for
the gentleman to come to this position.
I regret that only a relatively few Mem-
bers of the committee are present to hear
it, because 1 think it sums up the whole
case for the resolution in a splendid
manner.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to conclude by referring, in addi-
tion to the conflicts I have already men-
tioned, to the Indo-Pakistan war in 1972,
and the Omani-Dhofar war from 1972
to 1974, and the Kurdish Civil War from
1967 to 1975, where American weapons
were used in a highly dubious fashion
and is a way which was presumptively
in violation of the restrictions which we
had imposed on them.

So what I simply suggest is that the
realities of international life are such
that, in the final analysis, the countries
to which we sell or give our weapons will
determine whether or not to use them
on the basis of the immediate situation
which confronts them rather than on
the basis of abstract principles embodied
in the laws of our own land.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. RIEGLE) .

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Chaxrman, I will
have more to say later when I have more
time, but I think the proposal before us
now to end this embargo is really a ter-
rible mistake.

It is true that we have not accom-
plished anything during the time that
this embargo has been in place. That is
because this administration and this Sec-
retary of State have made it absolutely
certain that there would not be any pro-
gress by opposing the embargo, by fight-
ing in every way to get around it, by
suggesting to the Turks if they stood firm
in their situation, we would finally come
to the exact moment we are at today,
namely, the embargo would come off, be-
_cause this administration would fight to
remove it, in spite of the fact there has
not beenn any progress on Cyprus.

The other historical situations cited
have no bearing on the Cyprus case
today. We are talking about an area
where 40 percent of the land is occupied.
We have some 200,000 refugees. Turkey
moved on Cyprus not once, but twice,
using our arms in violation of written,
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signed agreements with our country. Now
we are being asked to set our laws aside
today, because this administration does
not have the strength or the will to lay
it on the line to Turkey, and say there
has to bé progress on Cyprus coincident
with the resumption of U.S. arms ship-
ments.

We are being asked today to break
our own laws and I think that is wrong.
If by lifting this embargo today, we say
to the rest of the world, which is watch-
ing closely, “Look, you do not have to
stick with the agreements you made with
us. If you want to take our arms and
use them against another ally the next
day, you are free to do so.”

If we say that, and that is what we
would be saying, the rest of the world
is not going to miss that message. If we
want more Cyprus-type problems, that is
the way to make more of them happen by
ending this embargo at this time. I am
willing to consider an end to the em-
bargo, if, at the same time, we get some
progress on the Cyprus question, but
not a minute before.

There is absolutely no excuse, none
whatsoever, to use the argument of polit-
ical instability -in Turkey to say there
cannot be discussions right now on
Cyprus. There have to be.

. Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. McKINNEY) .

(Mr. McKINNEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, it is
extremely difficult, I think, for a Con-
gressman who is pledged to the nationsl
security and the strength of his Nation
to stand up and have to take a course
which means that perhaps this Nation
could be made a little weaker within
a specific area of the world. I do not
think, as one of our earlier speakers
said, that I have ever wrestled with a
problem as long as I have wrestled with
the emotional arguments on both sides
of this issue. But, it seems to me that
one of our problems is that we have come
down to emotion, and forgotten that we
are a nation of laws.

Finally, I had to ask myself, why did
I run for Congress and why did I come
here? When I get back to the base fact,
it was because I was committed to stop~
ping what I thought to be an immoral,
illegal, and incorrect war in Southesst
Asia. Now, I am confronted with another
basic issue of American foreign policy.
On the one hand, quite rightfully, the
President says that we may lose our
Turkish bases if we do not remove the
embargo; but on the other hand, I have
to remember that on January 14 of this
year, I stood in this room and once more
reaffirmed my oath to the Constitution
of this country and to my best judgment
as to how I saw it. )

The Military Sales Act, the Foreign
Assistance Act, both prohibit the sale,
delivery, or contract of arms sale to any
nation that uses them to attack another
sovereign nation.

In response to this point, I have had
the argument of Israel thrown at me.

However, I would suggest that the
Members of the House read the state-
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mernts of the Israel Government which
clearly statec! that should Lebanon make
its horders safe and stop harboring the
PLC, that Is-ael would have no need to
attack them, and that in attacking them,
tney were not atiacking the nation of
Lebenon; and, in fact, had no argument
or asgressive intent toward its Govern-
ment.

Certainly, I would admit that there is
a4 gray area there, but there is no gray
area in this izsue. The Turks are black-
mailing the TI.8. Government into vio-
fating the verv laws that this House and
sire Senate of the United States passed,
and should we move to allow this one
instance to pass to expediency it will be-
rome instead the accepted method of
violating our laws and forcing our hand,
a precedent we can ill afford.

We have sold, according to my figures,
almost $11 billion worth or arms to for-
eign nations. The potential for black-
mail, the poteatial for misuse, the po-
tential for other Cypruses, appalls me.
Do we feel as a Nation that these people
huy arms to pol sh these arms and parade
them around on their national holidays?
No. we are giving them a potential for
plackmail; giving them a potential for
war. We are, in fact, giving them the
weapons with which to kill.

The people ¢f my district, as I be-
ileve I represent them, are tired of it.
They are tired ¢f our involvement. They
are tired of our arms sales and they are
doubly tired of the United States being
blackmailed, particularly by a nation
which as we wil' he discussing in 3 or 4
months, the fact that their opium crop
is coming into my district and into my
neighboring city of New York and de-
stroying American kids by the thousands.
Tt seems to me that to use an argument
that the stability of the Turkish Govern-
ment, depends on our action is to admit
that we are putting our eggs in a basket
that is unstable: that we are saying by
our very excuse that we are going to give
arms to a nation that does not have a
stable government.

I do r.of think that I will ever have
cast a more difficult vote in this par-
ticular term than this one, but I will
not condone, No. 1, the blackmailing of
the United States of America. I will not
condone «nowingly the use of our weap-
ans in the attack on another sovereisn
uvation. In the dekate I have listened to
today. everyone seems ta forget that Cy-
prus is a-sovereign aation.

Are we to admit that an Irishman in
the United States or a Greek or an
Ttalian. or Hungarian, is still Hungarian
and not an American. A Turk in Cyvorus
is a Cypriot, or else he would be back
in Turkey.

1 know that the Greeks transgressed
in the very beginning, but in the form
of a coup that we have seen time and
time and time again in this world. So
tet us rem>mber thit the second attack
of the Turks was aqn attack of outright
force aesainst a sovereign nation and
must be condemned by this House.

T.ast but not least, I shudder to think
of the future of my five children in a
world where American arms, American
bullets, can be used in any manner
chosen by any nation, without our con-
cern and in fact ou: immediate action.
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Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I vield
myself 1 additional minute.

(Mr. MORGAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to say I think the gentleman to-
day has made a very conscientious
speech, but if he is going to apply the law
to all countries, it should be applied
evenly. The gentleman admitted that
Greece transgressed and we did not ~ut
off our aid. In July 1974, Greece had |,~
650 troops in Cyprus, 700 of them i1-
legally, After the coup, that number was
increased. When they finally left, there
was not any qufestion of the presence of
American arms all over Cyprus. Yt
Greece has furnished $i6 million worth
of arms in the United States in fiscal
1975 and $619 million in the pipeline.
The embargo does not apply to Greece -—
only to Turkey.

If we are going to apply our agre:s-
ments, let us apply the:mn evenly.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

{Mr. BUCHANAN asked and wag given
permission to revise and extend his rv-
marks.)

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr Chairman, I
have listened attentively to the debate
thus far. I am reminded of a conversa-
ticn between an elderly British clergy-
man and a young firebrand of his ac-
quaintance. The younger man had just
made a strong point, very heatedl:
stated, and the clergyman responded.
“I am not certain I understand your
point of view, but if I understand it
am not certain I agree with it.”

The young man replied, “But I have
clearly stated the pure and simple truth,’
to which the clergvman responded,
“Young man, the truth is never pure,
and seldom simple.”

As the chairman of this committee has
just illustrated, we are not here dealing
with a clear situation where there is a
guilty party which must be further pun-
ished, having violated our law, and
uniquely so, and no more guilt involved
in this or other similar situations on the
part of other parties.

As the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Sorarz) earlier indicated, there could
be a veritable laundry list established of
similar uses of American arms in mili-
tary conflicts in possible and probable
violation of our law.

But let us examine this situation, let
us review the history here in the Cyprus
tragedy. Many of us for years were con-
cernied about the need for restoration of
democracy and the rights of the people
in Greece. From the time the colonels
and pro-Western generals, and took over
the government of that country, doing
away with parliamentary government,
suspending the civil liberties of the peo-
ple, many of us were concerned ahout
the restoration of human rights and
democracy in the worlds cradle of
democracy.

May I submit that some of the guilt
in this present tragic situation in Cyprus
must rest at the door of the instigators
of the whole crisis, the Greek military
junta which fought to overthrow the
lawful government of Cyprus and did
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succeed with the military action of the
mainland Greek National Guard, to-
gether with pro-enosis Greek Cypriot
factions, in overthrowing the legitimate
government and placing their man, Ni-
kos Sampson, as President, in place of
Archbishop Makarios.

This was an event which upset the
treaty arrangement and which created
the crisis in which the Turks under the
1960 enforcement treaty felt they had
a right and an obligation to movs their
forces in. This was the inception of the
erisis. The man who was instalied to
head the new regime was a man feared
by the Turkish minority. This had to be
a part of the reason for the Turkish
reaction.

We may feel, and we do feel, that
reaction was extreme and unwarranted,
and yet, from the Turkish view. the
Turks maintain that rather than zcting
illegally, they have sought to protect
the Turkish minority . group on that
island, to take action toward the resto-
ration of lawful government on the
island of Cyprus and to protect and ful-

- fill their treaty rights and obligations.

I simply say these things to poirt up
the fact that this is not a clear and sim-
ple case of guilt. What is clear is that
the national security interests of the
United States will be well served by the
passage of this legislation.

This is not a radical reversal! of poiicy.
This is 2 mild and moderate modificaion
of our position after 6 months of punish-
ment and after the application of our
law. This is simply saying that we are
not going to give anyone anything, buf
we are going to release to Turkey mate-
rial, much of which they have alreidy
paid for and all of which is under firmn
contract and will be carried out as cush
sales.

This is a modest reappraisal of cur
position. What it can do is this: It can
protect our national security interests,
our legitimate interests in our own na-
tional security; it can protect the NATO
Alliance frem further dissolution; and it
can bring about, I believe, a movement
on Cyprus and between Turkey and
Greece, which would clearly benefit tae
democratic government in Greece, and
ultimately serve to protect the rights of
the people of Cyprus as well as the ni-
tional interests of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this is reascn
snough to make this modest reappraisal,
and I urge the passage of S. 846, :s
amended.

Mr. FASCELL, Mr. Chairman, I yieli
3 minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Rules, the gentle-
raan from Indiana (Mr. MADDEN®.

(Mr. MADDEN asked and ways given
sermission to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, yester-
iay, the Rules Committee held hearings
most of the day with various witnesses
“estifying pro and con on this pending
‘Turkish aid legislation. This bill would
rermit the President to postpore the
embargo to the Government of Turkey
cn articles contracted for under the For-
eien Military Sales Act on or before Feb-
riary 5, 1975. It fould release for ship-
nent $184.9 million in defense articles
t Turkey under this authority, also issue
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licenses for the transportation to the
Government of Turkey arms, ammuni-
tion, and implements of war, thus re-
moving the ban on the shipment of de-
fense articles purchased by Turkey
through commercial channels in the
United States. This authorization would
be effective only while Turkey observes
the cease-fire in Cyprus and neither in-
creases its forces on Cyprus nor trans-
fers to Cyprus any U.S.-supplied imple-
ments of war.

Last year, in 1974, the Foreign Assist-
ance Act contained a provision which
passed the House 297 to 98 and by voice
vote in the Senate requiring the Presi-
dent to suspend all military assistance;
sales of defense articles, arms, ammuni-
tion, and other implements of war to
Turkey.

Our Government maintained this em-
bargo on furnishing such military aid
to the Turks and the present legislation
now being considered is to waive the
embargo provision with certain provi-
sions and continue giving limited
amounts of military aid and assistance
to the Government of Turkey.

During the recent 4th of July recess,
when visiting my congressional district,
I attended a picnic gathering of con-
stituents made up mostly of Americans
of Greek descent and a great number of
other ethnic groups, approximately 5,000
to 6,000 citizens of the Calumiet Region
in Indiana. The consensus of that gath-
ering was almost unanimous in opposi-
tion to any further aid or consideration
to the Turkish nation, primarily due to
its complete disregard to keep its agree-
ment on international problems made
not only with our Nation but with neigh-
boring nations in the Middle East.

Our Secretary of State, Dr. Kissinger’s
proposal to lift the American ban on fur-
ther arms to Turkey did not meet with
any endorsement of the folks which I
contacted when I was home in the First
District of Indiana.

I believe that our country and our
NATO partners must stand against ag-
gression, whether by friend or foe. To
do otherwise would be a renunciation of
a fundamental principle of our foreign
policy—to oppose aggression, not aid or
acquiese in it. I must condemn the con-
tinued acts of Turkish aggression against
Cyprus and its people. It is unconscion-
able that the Government of the United
States should surrender to the threat of
Turkey to close our bases there. This is
capitulation to blackmail and unworthy
of our country.

The Congress has been thoroughly lob-
bied by the State Department during re-
cent weeks advocating the lifting of the
American ban on further ald to the
Turkish Government.

But to pit one country against another
in this, way is as dangerously inflam-
mable and divisive in foreign policy as
it is in the Halls of Congress. However,
if a choice is to be forced between our
military installations in Turkey and the
continuation of the support of U.S. in-
stallations by a democratic government
in Greece, then in my judgment, the
Congress should cast a vote for Greece,
and against the Kissinger amendment to
lift the ban on U.S. arms to Turkey.

In my opinicn, existing and potential
military bases in Greece ald for the
Greek people in Cyprus are more impor-
tant to us than our installations in
Turkey.

As the harvest of opium poppies begins
this week in Turkey, all Americans
should remember that Turkey unilater-
ally rescinded the ban on the growing of
opium poppies for which U.8. Govern-
ment agreed in return to pay Turkey
$35 million over a 3-year period. U.S.
taxpayers have already supplied $15 mil-
lion of this sum to Turkey.

The Turkish Government as usual to
this day has totally ignored its agree-
ment to terminate the growing of opium
poppies and exports millions of that
poisonous weed which is destroying the
health and mentality of our American
youth, as well as other citizens through-
out the globe.

It was 1 year ago that the Turkey
armies aggressively took over the island
of Cyprus and today occupy about 40
percent of the most productive land on
the neighboring island which had been
under the control of Greece. Approxi-
mately 80 percent of Cyprus is populated
by Greek people.

I do hope that the Congress defeats
this unfortunate legislation calling for
the lifting of the ban on American aid
to Turkey.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WHITEHURST) .

(Mr. WHITEHURST asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in cpposition to this legislation.

I have followed very carefully the
record of events that have occurred on
the Island of Cyprus for the past year.
I have held my breath and hoped with
all of my heart that the Turkish Gov-
ernment, certainly in the last 6 or 7
months, would show some spirit of mod-
eration in its conduct, and I have hoped
that that government, which has clearly
behaved in an excessive way in an effort
to protect the Turkish Cypriots, would
show some spirit of accommodation, some
spirit of compromise.

Mr. Chairman, I regret to say that the
record has been the antithesis of that,
and at this moment 1 see no indication
on the part of the government in Ankara
that it is willing to settle the problem
of Cyprus on an equitable basis, one that
would go some distance toward restoring
the property and the rights of the Greek
Cypriots. .

I have a substantial number of Gireek

Americans and Cypriot Americans who
live in my congressional district. As a
matter of fact, my office has been in-
volved with dozens of those people in
an effort to bring their relatives out of
Cyprus. _

I have a very heart-rending situation
right now, a '5-year-old woman, the
mother of one of my constituents, who
is in the Turkish zone. She has a visa.
She can return to the United States.
The Turkish authorities will not let her
leave. Why? What do they want a 75-
year-old woman for?

Mr. Chairman, how could I come here
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today in this Chamber and cast a vote
for this bill in the face of this conduct?
No, I cannot do that.

I hope the moral position taken by
this House months ago will be sustained
this afternoon. If our position was a
moral one 6 months ago, certainly it is
not less than that at this time. I hope
that our action and our firmness will act
as a persuasive factor upon the Turkish
Government to get on with the business
of reaching a peaceful settlement on that
island, working out an agreement that
will restore peace, a peace that will have
a basis that is lasting and meaningful.

Mr. Chairman, I am thankful for this
opportunity to speak on this bill.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITEHURST. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 1
would like to say that- what really
prompted this compromise by members
of our committee was the feeling we have
for, and the confidence that we have in,
the President of the United States.

As the gentleman from Virginia knows,
a few weeks ago President Ford did go to
Brussels and met with the leaders of Tur-
key as well as Cyprus and Greece, and
his conclusion was that the climat.e was
favorable for negotiations.

Again, the committee that worked out
this bill was deeply coneerhed about the
very problems the gentleman from Vir-

. ginia has just mentioned so eloquently,

the 180,000-some refugees in Cyprus, and
we are not satisfled with just keeping the
status quo, we want some movement
there. That is the reason we have tried
to develop legislation that did not tilt in
favor of either Turkey or Greece, but
provided an even-handed approach.

If one wants to look at the amount of

‘weapons and military equipment in the

pipeline for Greece they will find that
they have over $600 million worth coming
to them.

So I hope that when the Members con-
sider this bill today that they will keep
in mind that really the people who are
pushing the compromise are people who
are equally concerned about the problems
and who want a settlement of those prob-
lems on Cyprus. That is what brought
about this compromise.

Mr. WHITEHURST. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. KREBS).

(Mr. KREBS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) ’

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, let me say
that one of the more pleasant surprises
that I have had in coming to the Con-
gress has been quality of the Members of
this body and listening to the debate to-
day has certainly helped to again enforce
my feelings in this regard.

I think this is a very close question
regardless of which side of the issue one
may be on. It is really in a sense a no
win issue which each and every Member
of this body must settle for himself, and
there is no sense in kidding ourselves
about that.

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
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BucHANAN) very articulately described
tha history of the Greek junta and I at
ieast will be s> brazen as to state that in
the final analysis the whole difficulty in
widceh we find ourselves was indeed crea-
Led by that Greek junta.

(i, was exactly that same Greek junta
that past Congresses, when some of us
new Members were not around, were
asked to support in the name of our na-
tional security.

f is in the same name of our national
security that we are being asked now,
. unrortunately, past Congresses have
1 asked orn many other issues previ-
isly, as the Members will know, to com-
riise on the very basic principles that
this country the great country
itis.
cannnt help but feel, Mr. Chairman,
1t unless we have a change in direction
a% we are going to find ourselves in the
me position in relation to Jordan, if the
gident’'s w.shes are granted in pro-
2 Jordar. with $350 million worth
thie most sophisticated missiles. We
1 indeed find ourselves in the same
sitien in Jordan when they will be
ing those missiles to sites other than
use designased pursuant to an agree-
#ni with that country.
he CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
Licman has exoired.

1. FASCELL. M¢. Chairman, I yield
! additional minute to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, as I say,
wo will find ourselves in exactly the same
soxition of having to compromise basic
inciples if “he Shah of Iran decides
it 18 in his best interest to move
use billions of dollars’ worth of weap-
~hat we have given him to other
< of the Middle East. He will do so
on the basis of the decision that
+ mav he making again in the name of
vromise, and narional security. Since
» are ail creatures of our own environ-
-nt—all this canrot help but remind
ay least, as one Member of the House
some of tne compromises we have
ady made and some of the succumb-
iz o biackmail that we witnessed in
e late 1930°s, I submit to the Members
this type of compromise is not going
get us any farther than those who
ve engaged in similar types of com-
nizes in the 1930°s.
thank th2 gentleman for yielding

. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
inutes to ‘he gentleman from Cali-
‘aia (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
ish to revise and extend his re-
ks.)

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Chairman, at this point
1 the debate we have established sev-
~ral things: First of all, that this is not
 partisan issue. The second is that S.
348 is not an administration-initiated
il This particular bill, this particular
compromise bagan as an effort here in
tiiis House in the Committee on Interna-
Livnal Relations. We have established the
i that this is not an inconsequential
vote. Finally we have established the fact
whiat all of the angels are not on one side.

i would like to zero in, if I can, on a
particular matter raised, I think, by both

i
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the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. WHAL N},
and the gentleman from New York - Mr.
Sorarz) which has to do with the polt ics
of the situation as itexists in Turkey ro-
day. Turkey is a parliamentary den.)c-
racy. The pressures upon Turkist parlia-
mentarians are the same as they .are
upon us as Representatives in this cc:in-
try. If there is an ethnic base to the le-
bate on this bill in this country—ari 1
believe there Is—there is certainly an
ethnic base to the nationalistic view of
Turkish politicians who must please t:.eir
own constituents.

I do not think any issue since I Lave
been in the Congress has been more 11 st~
Iy argued at home or more heavily p:2s-
sured here in Washington than this is:ue.
I have received calls from my distiict
from people for whom I have great re-
spect and affection who are of Gre:k-
American heritage. The man who t-ok
my place, as a matter of fact, in the Srite
legislature is Greek, and I have he:rd
from him regularly on this issue. On: of
the most distinguished members of that
legislature for years is a State sern::i.or
who called me to talk about it. I have *ad
a call from a former mayor of San FPron-
cisco about this issue, who is of Greek
neritage. This issue of great concerr. to
Greek Americans, but I surnbit to ihe
Members that the Greek Americans in
this country cannot be as objective as
they .might be, I think. because of their
neritage.

If I can draw a parallel, I think it weuld
be not wise for this House to accept ny
own opinion regarding matters of Nor: h-
ern Ireiand. I happen to have some str-.ng
opinions about what should be drne
tnere, but I do not believe in the hest
interests of the United States the Mem-
bers should accept my advice on the mit-
ter because I tend to be prejudiced ab-ut
that particular problern:.

If we Iook at this matter objectiv-lv,
there is only one question being rai:ad
here about this particular issue, as I - ee
it. In February, this Congress pas-ad
the Rosenthal resolution against tae
Turkish nation as a kird of punishm-nt
for the invasion of Cyprus. We h:ve
heard the word “punishment” used n
the floor here today. Reverse the situa-
tion. Imagine, if one will, this countr s
dependence upon some other country [or
its arms, and then having that ot:er
country punish us, and then having us
as politicians go home and accept tiat
humiliation easily and willingly bef.re
our own people and try to tell our ¢wn
people that we have been punished Wy
another nation and that we must ir-
cept another country’s judgment. Tiis
arms embargo—this punishment is a
matter, I believe, of honor for the Turk-
ish nation and the Turkish people. I 1o
not question the moralities here, beca:.se
in fact both sides, I think, are guiity
of the kinds of actions which could ro
stand the test of history or the test of
severe examination of the law. The
question here has to do, then, with
whether or not it is in the interest of
the United States to pursue a poliry
which will allow the Turkish politicizas
and the Turkish people to take seme :ia-
tion on their own to relieve the present
situation that is a stalemate in Cypris.
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The national interest in this ecoun-
try, it seems to me, is tc resolve the
Cyprus situation. The Turks h:ve no
particular reason for moving frori their
present position. They already dominate
the situation and they car continue to
dominate it because Greece cannot
change that by force or parliamentary
action or diplomatic action.

The United States took an acion in
response to the Turkish acticas on
Cyprus. and the result for the last 6
months has been a stalemate. A stale-
mate in a situation like this is darzerous
for this country. In order to mov~e this
matter off center, this bill then is ffered
as a partial solution.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairaan, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlemar. from
Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) .

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, ° think
our colleague, the gentlemun from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WHITEHURST), has doie us a
favor in focusing our -atteation Hn the
plight of one little old woman n the
island of Cyprus, a 75-year-old voman
who has a visa to come to the Tnited
States but is being denied that or portu-
nity bv the Turkish authoritiss on
Cyprus. The question we ought to con-
sider here today is the effect of our action
today on the multitudes of indi.vidual
humarn problems like that conf:anting
that little 75-year-old woman.

If we reject this resolution, can any-
one in his wildest imagination beli-ve the
prospect for that little old wom:n get-
ting off Cyprus and coming to the Jnited
States will be enhanced? Exactly the op-
position will occur. Her prospects for
getting to the United States vill be
diminished.

It sems to me we ought to think about
this issnue that is before us today it: those
very human terms. What will helr these
poor helpless individuals tt.e mos:? Ap-
proving the resclution or rejecting it?

A step like that proposed in this reso-
lution which will renew some leverage on
the part of our Government would en-
able us to have some influence, which
is today totally lacking, upon the ; olicies
of the Turkish Government.

So I hope as we reflect upon the ques-
tion that will soon come before us we
will think of those very human terms
suggested by the gentleman frora Vir-
ginia. When we do that I feel sire we
will come up with an affirmative vote
and approve this resolution.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman. I vield
2 minutes to the distinguished sentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. SPEL .MAN) .

(Mrs. SPELLMAN asked and wa.. given
permission to revise and extend rer re-
marks.)

Mrs. SPELLMAN. Mr. Chairnan, 1
am concerned—I am frightened. I am
frightened that this country might be
on the brink of setting a dangerous prec-
edent. A vote for this bill would »e ca-
pitulating to another nation’s dem:nds—
demands which amount to blackmail. To
resume shipment of arms to 7Turkey
would be a betrayal of our own moral
values. To continue to give military aid
to Turkey would be a blatan: repuciation
of our own laws,

The fact remains that Turkish 1se of
American arms in the invesion ¢f Cy-
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prus violated the very agreement by
which the Turks obtained those arms. If
the House goes along with the Senate
in backing down now, we can never
again expect that provisions of law will
be binding on any recipient of Ameri-
can arms. We would also be saying to
the President that we dare not limit his
authority in International affairs.

We must also consider the refugees,
many little old women—men, women,
and children.

There are 200,000 people who will re-
main homeless as long as this country
continues to condone ‘the actions of the
country which has displaced them. There
will never be a settlement of the Cypriot
situation as long as we provide the means
for the Turks. to continue their pursuit of
* conquest.

Tt is time for this country to stop
being blackmailed. It is time for us to give
 an ultimatum to the Turks and to all the
nations which might seek to manipulate
us in the same way. It is time to say
that we cannot support military agegres-
sion by either friend or foe. )

I have been involved in politics long
enough to know that there is often a
need for compromise. But this is not
compromise. Compromise means concili-
ation—not capitulation.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr, FRENZEL) .

(Mr. FRENZEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, in
February, I, along with a solid majority
of this House, supported the imposition
of the arms embargo to Turkey. The em-
pargo vote was an important statement
of American disapproval of what we con-
sidered then, and still do, an unwar-
ranted, aggressive action on the part of
Turkey. The embargo was & hecessary
and proper action to express the will of
this Congress. I do not regret my vote,
nor that of the Congress.

However, our primary interest—and
we should never lose sight of this pri-
ority—is to end the terrible suffering
of the Cypriot people who have been re-
moved from their homes, families, busi-
nesses, and farms; to secure the removal
of Turkish military forces, and to pro-
vide for self-determination by the peo-
ple of Cyprus.

The embargo, still an important sym-
bolic statement, has been with us for 5
months. Whatever else it has accom-
plished, it has done nothing to achieve
our priority goals. The United States
cannot tolerate a stalemate in the quest
for those goals, and for a settlement on
Cyprus. However important the embargo
has been in other respects,'it has not
changed the stalemate situation, and in-
deed has undoubtedly extended the stale-
mate.

The Turkish Government has refused
to enter into serious negotiations until
there is some sign from our Government
that it is willing to lift the embargo, how-
ever slightly. I believe that the situation
demands American involvement as an
honest broker for settlement—a role we
have fulfilled elsewhere in the Middle

East. T believe that until we are involved
in the settlement, there will be no settle-
ment. Until there is a settlement or pro-
gress toward a settlement, the suffering
of the Cypriot people can only he exacer-
bated. :

There is some reason to believe that
the Turkish Government is willing to ne-
gotiate if there are signs from the United
States that we are willing to resume some
limited shipments. Many of us have
heard personally from the Secretary of
State, the President and other officials
of the administration on this subject. We
have no guarantee of progress, hut we
have no other alternative course that
even gives us a chance for progress.

Additionally, the Turkish Govern-
ment has already consented to allow the
International Clourt of Justice to adjudi-
cate oil rights with Greece over recently
discovered fields in the Aegean Sea.

The International Relations Commit~
tee, which has structured the compro-
mise which is now before us, has given
us the additional assurance that it will
report legislation to reimpose the em-
bargo if significant progress is not made.
We have assurances from the adminis-
tration that it will not oppose such an
effort in the absence of progress.

T am sure that we will have some hon-
est disagreements over a definition of
substantial or significant progress, but I
think the intent of Congress is clear if
we pass this hill today.

The reason that I support this bill,
H.R. 8454, is that it seems to me that it
offers the only chance for movement
toward the goal of the alleviation of the
suffering of the people of Cyprus.

In February I wrote some of the House
Members who had exercised important
leadership in the vote to impose the em-
bargo. I asked what strategy was now be-
ing employed to settle the situation on
Cyprus. The letter was not answered
formally, but informal discussions re-
vealed that there was no viable alterna-
tive policy. Those who wish to have the
embargo extended have given us no al-
ternative policy which might lead to hope
for settlement, or for reduction in the
suffering on Cyprus.

Therefore, if there is a moral issue in-
volved in this debate, I think it relates
to our responsibility to help find 8 solu-
tion to the Cyprict problem. Continua-
tion of the ernbargo offers no chance for
a solution. Continuation of the embargo
means continuation of stalemate, con-
tinuation of Cypriot suffering. This slight
easing of the arms embargo offers some
chance for progress. I cannot personally
pass up the opportunity to grasp that
chance, however minimal it may be, es-
pecially when it is buttressed by a guar-
antee that the embargo will be resumed
if there is no progress.

I support S. 846, because I strongly be-
lieve that the limited resumption of arms
sales to Turkey is our only opportunity to
begin progress in restoring their homes,
vocations, and dignity to displaced
and distressed Cypriots. I urge my col-
leagues to give first consideration to the
plight of the people of Cyprus. I belleve
the humanitarian aspects of this situa-
tion tip the balance in favor of the com-

Approved F&Wﬁgﬁ@ﬁéé%l e AIRDPAH 99 44R001100200009-2 H 7413

mittee’s compromise. X hope that the bill
will be passed.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Rhode Island (Mr. BEARD).

(Mr. BEARD of Rhode Island asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BEARD of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, 3 weeks ago I experienced
really what was the experience of my
lifetime. I spent 2 days on Cyprus. Dur-
ing those 2 days on Cyprus I had a
chance to talk to many refugees. They
told me some horrible stories about pop-
pies being grown in the areas presently
occupied by the Turks.

They also mentioned the abuse of
churches, because that country does not
recognize its obligations on Cyprus to
Christians and those under the Christian
faith. They do not recognize human dig-
nity.

I spoke to & man 107 years old who
hsad his face kicked in.

Mr. Chairman, I am not a Greek and
T am not a Turk. I am a plain American
citizen from Rhode Island.

Mr. Chairman, I call this machinegun
diplomacy. I requested 1 hour to be able
to go to the Turkish side of the border
to see what they claim was their side of
the story and after presenting my cre-
dentials of the House of Representatives
and my passport, I was turned away at
gunpoint by the Turkish soldiers.

Let us face really what has happened
here. This is not more than blackmail—
blackmail, that is all it is. Why?

They are telling us, “If you do not give
us the arms, then get out of Turkey.”
Well, we should not give in to blackmail.
If we do and they blackmail us out of
the Turkish incident, every country
where we have a base will raise the stakes
pretty high, and if we keep giving in,
we will be worse off.

Let us think about those reservations
and think about indicating to other coun-
tries that we do not get into blackmail.
When the Russians came over here un-
der Khrushchev, President John F. Ken-
nedy told them to go back. I am telling
the Members right now that, yes, we need
the bases and they are imported, but
the world is not going to come to an end
for the United States if we are told to get
out of Turkey. We may end up losing
Greece, and she is also an ally of ours.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. MARTIN) .

(Mr. MARTIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, as I
walked down the center aisle into the
well of the House just then, I felt that it
was somewhat symbolic for me on this
issue. I also felt that it was somewhat
symbolic once I got down into the well
and found that it was necessary to turn
one way or the other in order to be able

. to address the House, because that sym-

bolizes the difficulty I—as apparently
many others in the Chamber—have had
in trying to reach a position to take on
this particular bill.

As T listened to others speak, I was
glad to realize that I am not the only
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one that has a great deal of difficulty
in trying to balance this very compli-
cated issue, this very serious issue. I have
tried to solve the riddle and have tried
to find the correct way out of the maze.
As with many Members, I have talked
with representatives of the State Depart-
ment, the administration, members of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions which has presented this bill, with
representatives of the Justice Party of
Turkey, as wall as with advocates on the
other side of the issue here in Congress
and, yes, with partisan constituents of
Greek ancestry in my own district. Of
course, they certainly have just as much
right, just as legitimate g stance to take
in this matter as anyone else I have
talked with.

Mr. Chairman, I have sought to find
2 different, a more timely, more accept-
able compromise, something with a quid
Pro quo. something that would give us
something definite in return, with some
assurances built in that the Turkish Gov-~
ernment would have to respond posi-
tively in order for us to restore these
weapons that are at issue. Regrettably
Yo me, without exception everyone that
[ talked to felt—and this included ad-
vocates on all sides of the issue-—that
they had to reject such preconditions be-
cause that would amount to dictating
terms to the Clovernment of Turkey and
they might obiject to that pressure.

So, there is no way to work in that
direction. I am aware—and this has been
pointed out here—that there was g, prov-
ocation by the military junta which
formerly ruled Greece, but T am also
aware that that thorn has been removed.
Likewise, I am aware that the Govern-
ment of Turkey has changed, and it
seems to me very tragic that these two
more moderate governments have not
been able to spproach each other and
come 30 terms and resolve the issues on
Cyprus.

T am told that the present Government
of Turkey is under intense pressure at
home from the opposition party, and yet
if the present Government of Turkey is
unable to parry that rivalry of the oppo-
site political party by moving into nego-
tiations now as a mesns of restoring
armaments and normaley, if they cannot
begin to solve the Cvprus dispute as a
part of a combination in which they
would gain an advantace in return by
receiving these srms shipments. then
how can they pos<ibly, Mr. Cheirman,
make concessions thereafter when they
will then alreadv have their weapons in
hand? How would their political rivals
accept a subsecuent moderation of the
Turkish gains with no consequent bene-
fit, if they eannot now supvort such mod-
eration tied to direct benefits?

If the Turkish Government obiects
to our stating terms to them, terms which
they would regard as an offensive ulti-
matum, then would it not be more ap-
propriate for them to initigte the stating
of such terms and say to us what they
would e prepared to do, and give us 3
reason and a confidence for modifying
our stance of a few months ago?

So the situation is this:

First, of our having insisted that weap-
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ons shipments to Turkey be suspenided
because of violation of limitations that
we have placed on the use of such arms;

Second, of having assured Turkey that
under our law, weapons must be with-
held until Turkey makes some good
faith efforts to negotiate g solutica to
Cyprus; and

Third, of having witnessed no such
progress on Cyprus.

It is in this context that we are now
asked to ship the $185 million worth
of weapons anyway and are asked to
forget these three circumstances I ;iave
Jjust listed and hope for the best.

I cannot accept that and, there:ore,
Mr. Chairman, I must oppose sucir a
resolution until some public assura..ces
are obtained and given by the Turrish
Government as to what their response
will be.

Mr. BROOMFIELD.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN. I yieid to the genle-
man.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I thank the
gentleman for yielding. My understa.:d-
ing, based upon information from the
Department of State, is that originully
there were some 40,000 Turkish treops
on Cyprus. There was an initial red:c-
tion of 5,000. I have been informed by
the Department that there has sirce
been a gradual reduction, and today they
are estimating that only 30,000 Turkish
troops remain on Cyprus—a reduct:on
of 10,000 troops.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I wo:ld
say to the gentleman that I appreciate
very much his bringing this to our atten-
tion.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yicld
7 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. ZABLOCKI) .

(Mr. ZABLOCKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend s
remarks.)

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, my
colleagues, I think we have to look at this
compromise—and it is a compromise —
as a solution that we cannot afford to
turn down.

Mr. Chairman, if we review the h:s-
tory—and I shall not take the time, bo-
cause I could not do it in 5 minutes. -
however, the chronology that is con-
tained in the committee report will clea -
ly indicate what a difficult situation hus
existed for centuries over Cyprus between
Greece and Turkey and which is the
burning issue of today.

We have an embargo that is almost 11
its 6th month, and it has not worked. It 5
quite clear that if we are going to co
something in the interest of Greece, anl
primarily in the interest of our own cour. -
try, we must find some way and mear s
for negotiations to meaningfully tak.
place over the issue in that area.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, wi::
the gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I will yield briefly for
a question.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle -
man for yielding. Is it not true, that ons
of the reasons that we have had som-
problem with this embargo being inef-
fective is that some members of our De
partment of State and our Secretary o’

Mr. Chairn:an,
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State have said to the Turkish Govern-
ment, “We will help turn Congress
around, so do not worry about it"?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. My answer to the gen-
tleman is, as T understand it, there were
no such indications on the part of our
administration after February 5. There
may have been the latter part of last
year, when we were discussing the pos-
sibility of an embargo.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. If the gertleman
will yield further. We ail understand
that there was a great deal of such con-
versation by our State Department prior
to February 5, but what about aiter the
embargo was imposed by Congres:?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. But let me point out
that it is not my administration; it is the
gentleman’s administration. But taey did
not violate the law. They abided by the
law that the Congress passed, despite the
difficulties involved.

Mr. Chairman, realizing the negotia-
tions were dead center, our good chair-
man had ssked a few of us on the Com-
mittee on International Relations, over
the Fourth of July recess, to work on
some language which would be & com-
promise between those who ‘wantec to re-
move the embargo unconditionaliy and
those who did not want to lift any part of
the ban.

The gentleman from Michigar: (Mr.
BROOMFIELD), the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. HAMILTON) and, yes, my good
friend, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
FAsceLL) have contributed much of the
language that is in here. That is why I
cannot understand why the gentieman
from Florida is nowon the other side.

Mr. FASCELL, Mr. Chairman, w:ll the
gentleman yield ? )

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Since I mentionead the
gentleman’s name, I must vield to the
gentleman from Florida,

Mr. FASCELL. Mr, Chairman, T will
be very happy to explain to the gentle-
man why I am on the other side. It is
because I disagree completely with the
thrust of the bill.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I
might say to the gentleman that he ex-
pressed disagreement before we had
hardly dotted an “i” or crossed a “t” in
the language he suggested as a zom-
Promise.

Over the Fourth of July recess we
worked on a compromise, There had been
movement toward solution of the Cyprus
problem. Should we let the status quo
continue and the situation on Cyprus be-
tween Turkey and Greece deteriorate?

The other alternative would be to go
the route that was cast in the other body,
albeit by one vote, and that would give
the President, the administration ol the
gentleman from Californig (Mr. Rous-
SELOT), the entire suspension of the em-
bargo, of the grants, the sales, and the
commercial sales—you name it—to Tur-
key. We decided we were going to take an
evenhanded approach and, therefore, we
worked on this compromise which has
been explained by the chairman of the
committee. The provisions were also ex-
plained adequately by the members of
the Committee on International Rala-
tions on the Republican side, so I shall
not repeat them.
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But I do wish to make several brief

points about the legislation which is be- .

fore us today:
It is a compromise proposal.

It is not a compromise to help Tur-

key. It is not a compromise to hurt
Greece. :

It is legislation designed to bring an
even-handed policy to that area, to help
get negotiations off dead center, and ul-
timately to bring peace and to promote
our national security interests.

We have three alternatives. -

First, we can do nothing, That would
perpetuate the present unsatisfactory
status quo.

Second, we could lift the embargo
completely. That course would be unac-
ceptable to many here for valid reasons.

Our third choice is this compromise, It
is a good choice and I urge that it be the
choice of the House this afternoon.

I recall that one of the Members who
spoke here has expressed concern for the
refugees. I think this is a very burning

issue. Are we going to sit in this air-con--

ditioned Chamber and not be concerned
about th 180,000 to 200,000 refugees many
who are living in tents? If we vote against

this compromise, we may condemn them *

to a life of deprivation for many months

ahead. How in conscience can we do that? .

We must be concerned about the refu-
gees.,

Mr. Chairman, we must act confidently
and resolutely on this matter. I shall in
my extension of remarks include other
reasons for that, but I just want to leave
the Members with one last thought.

Let me assure the Members that I ful-
1y realize and recognize the domestic po-
litical concerns of my colleagues. I have
gone all through this. I have received
telegrams; I have received letters..

I met with my Greek-American con-
stituents, and I had, I might say, a heated
discussion which lasted an hour and a
half. I did not convince them, but I want
to share with the Members something
that made me feel good. This is some-
thing that reaffirms out faith in our
Greek-American people, because I know
they are patriotic citizens.

I want to share with the Members a
memo that I received from one of those,
a constituent named Paul Anton. There
were others, I understand, who sup-
ported him in this.

Mr. Chairman,” this memo reads as
follows:

Dear CoNGrEssSMAN: Even though we, the
Greeks in Milwaukee, feel bitter for your
last decision to ald the Turks we must say
you are 10 feet tall—and being 5 feet 31,
inches, I feel that is a good compliment—10
feet tall by being frank about the matter and
by coming to our picnic,

Personally, I am sorry I did not recognize
your responsibility is to our America first and
did not give you the proper welcome.

We the Greeks love you and you have our
support.

Mr. Chairman, if the Members are con-
cerned abouf their Greek-American con-
stituents, I suggest they send them the
report of our committee, and if they will
look on page 9 and if they will read the
hearings that we have conducted, they
will learn that there cannot be conces-
sions before negotiations; they will learn

that it is indeed in the national security
interest to have this compromise, and
they will applaud the Members for vot-
ing for the compromise.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, T
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. LAGOMARSINO) .

(Mr. LAGOMARSINQO asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of S. 846.

This is a difficult issue for me. I have
many Greek constituents, many Greek
supporters and friends.

When I veted to impose the arms
embargo on Turkey last year, I did so
out of a desire to break the deadlock on
Cyprus. Since that time I have visited
the NATO countries, and talked with a
number of peopie about the situation in

the eastern Mediterranean. My discus--

sions convinced me that the boycott
should be partially lifted. The fact is the
embargo has not worked, and has only
served to harden. the situation. The
180,000 refugees live in as much misery
and squallor as they did before we im-
posed the embargo. Meanwhile, American
interests are in jeopardy. -

I am convinced that nothing will be
achieved as long as the embargo con-
tinues. The Turks have said that the
embargo must be lifted for them to be
able to negotiate seriously. The domestic
political situation in Turkey Is very sen-
sitive. The Turkish Government feels it
will be in jeopardy if it appears to be
yvielding to external pressure. Thus, the
lifting of the embargo is. necessary for
serious negotiations on Cyprus.

Lifting the embargo under the very
limited conditions of S. 846 will give
American diplomats a stronger hand in
this sensitive part of the world. The
Turkish Government has threatened to
tlose the American bases in Turkey if
the boycott continues. If the bases are
closed, American influence will be re-
duced still further. It is in the interests
of the Cypriot refugees that we retain a
strong voice. Also, with the resumption
of opium poppy growing in Turkey, the
stakes have become too high for us to
risk losing our influence in Asia Minor.
If we do, the results could well be dis-
astrous.

INATO has been weakened by the em-
bargo. Turkey has one of the largest
standing - armies in the alliance but is
becoming unable to equip them properly.
According to the provisions of the bill be-
fore us, the arms we can sell Turkey are
those needed to fulflll her NATO com-
mitments. If Turkey does not receive this
equipment, her ability to fulfill her NATO
obligations will be severely limited.

The bases in Turkey are vital to Amer-
ican and NATO securily, and the intel-
ligence bases are invaluable and irre-
placeable, We cannot afford to lose them
over an embargo that has not- even
achieved its purpose.

Recent events in Portugal have con-
tributed to the weakening of NATO and
of America’s European posture. Further
losses in NATO’s southern tier would
have dire consequences in the near
future.

My primary concern is that the nego-

tiations produce a meaningful settle-
ment to end the misery of the refugees.
I also wish to enable both Greece and
Turkey to fulfill their roles as NATO
allies. The embargo has not moved any-
one toward the negotiating table, and is
only hardening attitudes. According to
this bill, further arms sales to Turkey de-
pend upon passage of new foreign aid
legislation for fiscal year 1975. This will
give us time to see if Turkey takes appro-
priate action toward achieving a solution
of the Cyprus problem. I believe that the
passage of this bill is necessary if we are
to break the stalemate on Cyrus and pre-
serve the strength of our NATO alliance.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a favorable vote
on the bill.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Russo).

(Mr. RUSSO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
total disagreement with resuming any
type of aid, military or otherwise, to Tur-
key until 1t removes its troops from the
Republic of Cyprus. I stand here today to
remind the Congress of its duty to over-
see that the executive branch faithfully
execute the Constitution and laws of the
United States.

We have been told by the bill’s sup-
porters that this is a compromise meas-
ure. That may be true, but I think that
this amounts to a misuse of the word
“compromise.” If we take the action re-
quested under this bill, it will be a com-
promise of the principles upon which
this Government was founded. To revise
somewhat Pinckney’s famous observa-
tion: “This, would be millions for trib-
ute with no assurance of defense.”

If we give in today, gentlemen, I fear
it would set a precedent which all of us
would dread in the years to come. Every
effort to reassert our position as a co-
equal branch of Government within
these past 2 years would have been made
in vain. This bill represents more than
merely a foreign aid authorization pro-
posal, it represents a challenge from the
President and his Secretary of State.

If you read the law which the Con-
gress passed and the President signed
last December, you will hote a two-prong
test for resumption of aid. First, Turkey
must comply with the Foreign Assistance
Act and pull out its forces from Cyprus;
and second, the Cypriots must have
made substantial progress toward re-
solving their differences. Have either of
these conditions been fulfilled? No.

What has changed? Have the Turks
shown any good faith? No, as a matter
of fact they have shown nothing but con-
tempt for the.United States. Immediately
after discontinuing payment fto the
Turks so that they would not cultivate
the poppy plant, they began growing it
again despite our request that they not
do so. Reports from Cyprus indicate that
the Turks have begun growing poppies on
that island. What type of good faith is
this?

Turkey does not intend fto vacate
Cyprus for quite some time, In addition
to cultivating dope fields, the Turks are
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transporting Turkish citizens from the
mainiand to the island. Later the new
population figures of 40 percent Turks—
60 percent Greeks will be used as justi-
fication for the Turkish Cypriots assert-
ing control to 40 percent of Cyprus; the
most valuable 40 percent I might add. It
is on this 40 percent that the island’s
major cities and a substantial portion of
its revenue producing industries are
Iocated.

Along with its people, the Turks have
transported their customs to Cyprus. The
Turkish portion of the island now func-
tions according to Turkish mainland
time instead of the old Cyprus standard.
Churches, fcrmerly. Greek Orthodox,
were converted into Moslem mosques. For
the life of me, I cannot see why we
should give into the Turk’s demands.

However, something has changed.
Since February when the arms embargo
became effective, Turkey has threatened
0 close all of our military installations
within it unless ‘we resume military as-
sistance. In short, a blackmail threat.
Ransom to which President Ford and
Secratary of 3tate Kissinger are willing
to pay. After the first installment will
we continue to pay? Once we make the
first payment it will become easiet and
easier to make the second, the third and
every one after that. Stop now before
it is too late.

‘What if Turkey does go through with
its threat and closes all of our bases?
Our military experts agree, and even
Secretary Kissinger has stated that Tur-
key needs our help more than we need
our Turkish bases. Gen. James Van Fleet
nas repeatedly indicated that our Greek

naval bases are vastly more important:

fcr control of the Mediterranean Sea
ihan our Turkish bases. Without Greece
we could not Jrotect Turkey; but with-
out, Turkey we could still protect the rest
of the Mediterranean countries.

itecently the President accused Con-
zress of interfering in international af-
iairs, a domain he believes is reserved
axclusively for the Chief Executive. Pres-
ident Ford is correct that the Chief Ex-
<cutive is our exclusive negotiator in for-
eign affairs, but we are discussing an au-
ihorization bil. today.

Today the Congress is acting in a field
reserved exclusively by the Constitution
Yor us, appropriations. If this appropria-
tions process involves international re-
lations, Congress, and Congress alone,
has jurisdiction. Study the history of the
Constitution and you will discover why
the Congress was vested exclusively with
the power of the purse. The Founding
Fathers wanted to keep the President
irom exercisirg complete control over
foreign affairs in the manner of the
kings and emperors of their day. This
device represents the heart of our check
on the President’s power today, the Con-
gress will revert to its yes-man status
of the Vietnam war days.

Corigress has for the last year shown
good raith in the execution of our laws.
It is the President, sworn to uphold and
faithfully execute the law, who has
Hiounclered around and evaded faithful
execution. Are we now to join him in
disregarding our own laws? I think not.

Imagine the reaction of our other al-
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lies were we to follow the course set by
our leader. They would rightly assume
that the United States does not consider
itself bound by its international agree-
ments, and that we are supporters of
aggression by large nations agsinst
smaller countries. As it is, many of our
allies openly questioned our willingness
to stand by our agreements after the
Southeast Asian debacle. I can see their
reaction if we support aggression and
disregard our own bilateral agreement
now.

I hope that you fully realize ali of
the ramifications of the actions which we
are taking here today and vote against
resumption of military arms shipments
to Turkey.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gertle-
woman from New York (Ms. HoLTzman) .

(Ms. HOLTZMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairmar., I
rise in very strong opposition to this -es-
olution that would lift the embargc on
arms sales to Turkey.

I think it is important to remem ber
that before the congressionally enacted
arms embargo went into effect last Feb-
ruary, 5 months passed in which the Sec-
retary of State was unable to get con-
cessions from Turkey on the Cyprus m at-
ter. Neither have we had any progress
since the embargo has been in existence.
My question is, Has the Secretary of
State negotiated in good faith on this
issue? I do not believe so.

This measure ought to be defeated be-
cause the Congress needs to stiffen the
resolve of the Secretary of State.

It was only a few months ago in justi-
fying the Mayaguez incident that -he
Secretary of State said, “No one is going
to push us around.”

Yet, when Mr. Solzhenitsyn came to
this country, the Secretary of State zot
50 nervous that he advised the President
not to meet with him.

Now Turkey is rattling a few sabers,
and the Secretary of State is getting so
nervous that he is asking us to abancion
our laws.

I think it is important to send a very
strong message to the White House and
to our Secretary of State saying that we
will not be blackmailed and that we in
Congress are going to insist on certuin
principles in our foreign policy. That is
what is at issue here.

I think if we fail to hold firm, if we
tell the Secretary of State, “Yes, you can
cause us to abandon the rule of law; you
can cause us to aban@on our statutes on
grounds of expediency,” then I think we
are going to find the next victim will be
the Jackson-Vanik amendment, and
then we will find next Israel, our closest
iriend in the Middle East, is in real
trouble.

So, Mr. Chairman, I believe we have
to send a very strong message downtown
to the administration.

I would therefore urge defeat of this
measure.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BENNETT).

(Mr. BENNETT asked and was giv:n
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permission to revise and extend his re-

- marks.)

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairmar, I op-
pose this legislation because it repudiates
the sound position which Congr:ss has
taken that we should not aid, by our
arms arrangement with other countries,
any act of aggression against :v third
country.

It is my understanding that if this bill
passes arms ordered by Turkey before
the embargo would be released “non-
withstanding any other provision of law,”
including prohibitions against offensive
use of American supplied arms which
were purchased with this restriciion on
their use.

If the bill passes, Turkey could use
these arms, and all commercia. arms
which it is allowed to buy under this bill,
in aggression on another country. I am
fundamentally opposed to such a U.S.
policy. It is wrong and it cannot ke con-
doned.

America is a great country. It ic great,
because it stands for great principles.
When it ceases to stand for grea: prin-
ciples it will cease to be great. The vote
of this Congressman, as long as I can
cast it, will be to put my constituer.ts and
my country on the side of greatness. I am
optimistic enough to believe tha' right
principles will win in the end: but if it
were not so, I would still want mv vote,
which is really one cast in trust for my
constituents, always to be cast on the side
of what is clearly the course of rightness
and proper principle.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, ’ yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. MeFps).

(Mr. MEEDS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, although
I voted in the past to impose the arms
embargo on Turkey, I am going t) sup-
port H.R. 8454, because action is 1.eeded
to break the negotiations deadlocz over
Cyprus. :

The embargo has been in effeci since
February and it has not brought mean-
ingful negotiations. Instead it has hard-
ened Turkish domestic opinion, wo:sened
relations within the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, and prcvoked
threats to close of U.S. military ‘acili-
ties.

Both Greece and Turkey are alli's and
important members of NATO. The'r im-
portance should not be understressed in
the volatile Middle East situation.

H.R. 8454 does not completely drop
the military aid embargo. It woulc¢ per-
mit shipments of $185 million in mili-
tary equipment purchased by Turkey
prior to February 5. Of this only $52
million is available for immediate ship-
ment. The bill’s symbolic contribution is
to give the Turkish Governrent aa op-
portunity to respond positively in the
Cyprus negotiations. There is no mo-
mentum in peace talks at this time and
this is an attempt to provide some.

It was only after a great deal of
thought that I agreed to. this temporary
lessening of the embargo. H.R. 8454 spe~
cifically provides that any new arms sales
by the United States to Turkey are for-
bidden until the 1976 foreign aid bill
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comes before the Congress this fall. At
that time, if Turkey has not responded
favorably to this concession and nego-
tiated in good faith, the embargo can be
reimposed and in my opinion, should be.

No one’s interests are being served by
a continuation of the negotiations dead-
lock and subsequent human suffering.
This congressional compromise, if it pro-
duces progress toward peace among our
allies, will be well worth the limited risk
of allowing Turkey the arms it has al-
ready purchased and paid for.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MINETA) .

(Mr. MINETA asked and was given
permission to revise .and extend his
remarks.)

. Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, we have
before us a bill which the administration
tells us must be passed in the name of

-national security. Many of us in this
House believe, however, that to pass this
bill would be to condone past violations
against U.S.law, and that we would there
by be encouraging similar violations in
the future. I personally can see no way
in which a bill that condones the use of
our military assistance by our allies to
weaken and cripple each other, rather
than to add to our common strength,
furthers our national interest.

This House and the administration are
not arguing with each other so much as
we are passing each other in the night:
Congress discussing the rule of law, the
President national security.

The events that brought us to this
point are clear. In the wake of the 1959
London and Zurich agreements, any hope
for stability in the area required the
maintenance of Cvpriot sovereignty and
the prevention of unilateral aggression
by either Greece or Turkey. In the flare-
up of 1963-64 and again in 1967, the U.S.
State Department, through strong dio-
lomatic initiatives, prevented interven-
tion into Cypriot affairs by either Greece
or Turkey. Consequently, after 1967, the
chances for an internal Cypriot accom-
modation began to improve. In 1974, the
State Department failed to take the
strong diplomatic action necessary to
prevent outside interference in Cyprus.

The tragic results and the severe strain .

on our NATO alliance caused by this dip-
lomatic failure are known to us all.

If we now find ourselves in a situation
where, in order to fulfill our constitu-
tional obligation to uphold the law, some
strain may unfortunately and uninten-
tionally be added to our relations with
Turkey, then I believe that the problem
dates from 1974 and not from 1975, and
that the blame lies with the administra-

tion and not with the legislative braneh.

The congressional position has been
clearly spelled out from the beginning—
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, the
Foreign Military Sales Act, and the For-
eigh Assistance Act of 1974, Our intent
has been clear, unequivocal, and public.
Any problems now incurred are not the
fault of Congress, but are the fault of
inadequate diplomacy on the part of the
executive branch. i .

I urge the Members of this House to
be unintimidated by any criticisms from

the administration and to oppose this
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlemafi has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD., Mr. Chairman, I
will yield the gentlemnan from California
1 additional minute so that I may ask
the gentleman s gquestion.

Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. MINETA. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
there has been a considerable amount of
debate this afternoon about the rule of
law, and about the violations of the Turks
as far as the use of U.S.-furnished arms
are concerned. I for one certainly realize
that there have been violations, and I
think that could ke said of a lot of other
nations, many of them have done the
same things. But there is no immutable
principle that requires the imposition of
a total embargo for an indefinite dura-
tion as the only permissible response to
each such violation. I think that the
nature of the response is what the Con-
gress has to decide. In other words, what
is the penalty?

How long do we keep it in effect? We
believe that the Turks have paid a sub-
stantial penalty, and now is the time to
move forward and try to get negotiations
moving.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume {o the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. SKUBITZ).

(Mr. SKUBITZ asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I do
not hold myself out as an expert in
the field of foreign relations or foreign
policy—although it appears that the
only prerequisite required is member-
ship in the Congress.

I must confess that while my heart
urges me to vote no and stop meddling
in the affairs of other nations—reason
tells me to “stop, ponder, and listen.”

“This I have done.

Several days ago, at the invitation of
the President, I attended a briefing at
the White House. I listened attentively
to the remarks of President Ford, Secre-
tary of State Kissinger, and Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger. When such men
as Congressman MorcaN and Congress-
man Broomrierp, the chairman and
ranking members of the committee, sup-
port the President when Congresman
WayNE Hays of Ohlo, certainly no admir-
er of President Ford’s foreign and domes-
tic policles--a man who perhaps knows
more about internal affairs of the coun-
tries involved, the significance of the
legislation and the effect that the fail-
ure to pass this legislation would have
on the national security and welfare of
this Nation—says the President is right
on this one—I am persuaded to stop,
listeri, and ponder.

Mr. Chairman, I shall support S. 846
and take this time to state my reasons
for so doing. )

In my humble opinion, our national
interests in the eastern Mediterranean,
our national interests dictate that we

malintain ahd enhance our ties and se-
curity arrangements with both Greece
and Turkey, our friends and allies of
long standing. The importance of both
these nations to the continued vitality
of NATO—and, thereto, to the continued
security of this country—is self-evident.

In Cyprus, we have an important in-
terest in fostering a fair and freely ne-
gotiated settlement tolerable to both
sides, one which eliminates suffering and
removes that island as a flash point in
relations between our Greek and Turkish
allies.

It is my belief that our policy goals in
the Eastern Mediterranean, in Greece,
Turkey, and in Cyprus, are related one to
the other; they do not stand in isolation.

.Action such as the arms embargo against

Turkey neglect this interrelationship;
they are designed to promote one policy
goal without adequate consideration of
the adverse effects on other objectives,
equally valid.

As a result, a false dichotomy is cre-
ated. We are asked to choose—unneces-
sarily in mv view-—between continued
good relations with an old and valued
ally and progress on a Cyprus settle-
ment. We tend to lose sight of the neces-
sity and importance of both goals to our
national interest. We devote time and

. energy confronting each other, rather

than seeking ways to work together to
reconcile and promote our common na-
tional objectives.

We engage in unproductive debate in
which we, our allies, and the suffering
people of Cyprus all come out losers. With
misplaced confidence in our ability to in-
fluence the course of events through
threats and overt pressure, we jeopardize
a mutual security relationship for un-
certain gains,

In the process, we create doubts in the
rest of the world about our judgment, our
reliability, and our ability to carry
through on important commitments to
allies.

I would argue that the tactic of sus-
pending aid to Turkey in order to force
movement in the Cyprus negotiations has
not and will not succeed. Our unique abil-
ity to” assist in negotiatihg a just and
peaceful resolution of the Cyprus prob-
lem is based on the relationship of
friendship and trust we have established
with the parties concerned. It has become
clear that actions such as the arms em-
bargo which cast doubt on any of these
friendships can only reduce our ability to
be helpful. The way to right any wrongs
or excesses that have been committed is
not to debase our friendships, but to use
them to bridge the gaps of fear, bitter-
ness and suspicion.

Certainly it is evident to all of us that
the arms embargo has not forced negoti-
ating concessions on Cyprus. Rather it
has made it more difficult for the govern-
ment in Ankara to agree to major steps
to move the negotiations forward. No
government, in Turkey or elsewhere, can
afford the appearance of knuckling under
to unacceptable and overt foreign pres-
sure. This is all the more the case when
it involves an issue on which the Turks
feel they have been deeply wronged and
threatened over the years. By cutting aid,
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we do not hasten progress; we merely
produce a hardening of positions. We cre-
ate resentment. We inject new issues into
a negotiation which is complicated
enotgh as it is, We divert attention from
the real issues begging to be addressed.
And we prolong a crisis which, if it re-
mains unresclved, can only undermine
political stability in all the countries in
ihe region with all the obvious, unaccept-
able results this entails for the United
Statas.

In our desire to promote a just peace
on (“yprus, we should not delude our-
seives into thinking that we can legislate
progress or resolve by fiat issues rooted
deer in history. Nor can we afford to
iznore the fact that more rapid progress
on Cyprus hss been hindered by politi-
cal factors beyond our influence or con-
trol--~the fall of a government in Turkey
in November, the preoccupation of
Greece until December with elections,
uncertainties over the return of Presi-
dent Makarios to the island.

Ahove all, we should not lose sight of
the fact that we, the Congress and the
Executive, are in close agreement on the
main outlines of a settlement and the
requirement for progress. We all seek a
spfution to the Cyprus problem that pre-
serves that island as an independent
state. We are disappointed over the slow
pace of progress and agree it is up to
Turkey as the stronger power to show
grea'er flexibility in the negotiations.
Aad we are determined to see a fair and
{reely negotiated solution to the Cyprus
problem that will resolve the refugee
problem.

Ttids, in short, is where we stand to-
day and this is why I am urging that we
work. together with the administration to
find ways to ease the embargo on aid to
Turkey and safeguard our vital national
itterasts. Only by relaxing the aid em-
bargd can we preserve the bonds of
irierdship and alllance which have
served us well these many years and give
a unique role to play in a Cyprus set-
tlemeant. Only by eliminating obstacles
te: onur bilateral relationships can we re-
store confidence in our leadership of the
NATO alliance, safeguard friendships
whose importance extends far beyond the
Mediterranean, and eliminate a major
inhibiting factor to progress on a Cyprus
settlement.

This is not the time for recrimination
ar for the assessment of blame, It is a
sime to look forward, to assist in for-
mulating realistic foreign policy goals
tich do not force us to choose bztween
znually valid policy objectives, to pre-
serve and strengthen our relations with
our key allies, to assist those allies to re-
concile their differences peacefully and
to see their mutual interest in a peace of
justize and conciliation on Cyprus.

My, FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. TSONGASl.

{Mlr. TSONGAS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. Chairman, there
is one issue that I would like to address,
out of the many that have been brought
to the attention of this body, and that is
the very real questionn of what impact

this bill is going to have on the Govarn-
ment of Greece.

Those of us who have been to the White
House, and listened to the Secretary of
State in his speech in the Department of
State, have heard much about the joust-
ing within the Turkish Government, and
that, if we do not do this or that, it will
have an impact. Such as that Ecevit can
criticize Demirel and vice versa. Then
we go along with the process of the in-
ternal politics of Turkey. We are con-
cerned about that, and perhaps we should
be. But does that not raise a quest.on?
What is going to happen in Greece? For
T years Greece was ruled by a rightwing
military dictatorship that many o us
strongly opposed, and after 7 year: we
now have a return to democratic con-
stitutional government under Karam:an-
lis, which embodies everything that we
as a country profess to believe in.

Why are we not concerned ahout
Karamanlis now? Why are we not in any
way structuring this bill to aid his sov-
ernment? We talk about being even-
handed, and I think that we should be.
We should evidence interest in whst is
happening in Turkey. because Turkey
is our ally. But that same rationale
would argue that we should be concerned
with what :s happening in Greece.

Not once during the Secretary of
State’s talk at the Department of State
was there any concern: expressed about
what is going to happen to Karama:lis.
I think that is our responsibility even if,
indeed, he does not think it is that im-
portant. If we were going to come up with
a bill that was a real compromise. it
should have in some way addressed the
internal domestic problems in Greec¢> as
well as those in Turkey.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairnian,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman f-om
New York (Mr. F1sH) .

(Mr. FISH asked and was g:ven
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I praise the
level of debate we have had here tcday
on this very difficult issue of balan:ing
the United States’ security interests
against some very important princiies.
I believe personally that where a major
principle is at stake, such as the laws of
the United States in this issue, that t}ere
is even a higher burden than usua on
the proponents, those who would hLave
us in this case relax the embargo.

I would like to take the few min ites
I have to address some questions to the
leadership on this matter. Much has
been said about the safeguards in 8. 346
if we do lift the embargo. I wonder if I
could address my first question to the
gentleman from Florida on an issue that
I do not think has been given adeqiiate
attention, and that is the danger of fu-
ture aggression against others thian
Cyprus.

What is to prevent the use of the %185
million worth of arms for aggressior. by
the Turks say against Greece itself or in
the Aegean Sea?

Mr. PASCELL. The way I read it,
nothing, because the bill says “notwith-
standing any other provision of law.”
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Mr. FISH. There is nothing to 7revent
it. Would the chairman of the full com-
mittee answer that?

Mr. MORGAN. I disagree with that be-
cause there is a provision in section 2
which says:

Any such suspension shall be effective only
while Turkey shall observe the cease-fire and
Shall meaither increase its forces on Cyprus
nor transfer to Cyprus any Unitec States
supplied arms, ammunition, and implements
of war.

Mr. FISH. Would the chairma: agree
that section 2 refers only to Cyprus
rather than any other part of the world?

Mr. MORGAN. That is true. But the
provisions of our law have been iricluded
in all agreements of sale coveriag the
pipeline to Turkey.

Mr. FISH. Just one more question of
the chairman. Would he tell u; what
type arms make up the $185 million, and
more specifically whether there are am-
phibious landing craft included?

Mr. MORGAN. These arms :nclude
aircraft, ships, vehicles, ammunition.
missiles, communications equipment.

supply operations, training, and techni-
cal assistance.

Mr. FISH. Were amphibious .anding
craft included?

Mr. MORGAN. There are miscella-
neous boats and craft and spare: but it
is not spelled out whether any of them
are landing craft. or not.

Mr. FISH. Any offensive missiles?

Mr. MORGAN. Missiles and support
equipment are listed for $18 million.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of tiie gen-
tleman from New York has expircd.

Mr. FASCELL, Mr. Chairman, I vield
2 minutes to the distinguished zentle-
woman from New York (Ms. AszIG).

(Ms. ABZUG asked and was given per-
missionn to revise and extend ler re-
marks .

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, thre has
been a great deal of debate heard today
on this bill which is called a comp romise.
It is no compromise; it is a selloit of a
basic principle. Turkey used ou: arms
iltegally in ‘its flagrant aggression
against Cyprus. We exercised our con-
gressional power to limit the Prerident’s
right in foreign affairs, for one of the
few times. when we voted a ban oa arms
to Turkey for its misuse.

I think there has been no evidence
that we should change our vote. Turkey
has shown no inclination to withdraw
the 30,000 troops-—supplied with U.S.
arms—who still occupy 40 percent of
Cyprus nor to take any steps tc move
toward negotiations.

A great deal of suffering ha: come
about as a result of this illegal use of
our arms. We are -talking about jeople,
we are talking about refugees, "ve are
talking about men, women, and children,
we are talking about the right of people
to be sovereign and to be indepsndent
without the interference of others by the
use of force of arms especially ones we
supply; 180,000 Greek Cypriots remain
homeless and in need. Are we to ignore
them and allow Turkey to impose set-
tlement by force? Perhaps to invade
Greece itself?

There has been a great deal of effort
by the White House to twist arm:. I am
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perhaps able to come before the Mem-
bers today and reaffirm my vote of 7
months ago, because I was not one of
those brought to the White House to
have my arm twisted. Thank heaven
for that.

Omne argument has been used which I
think should be addressed by those who
speak from here on out, and _that is the
question of our security; namely, the
use of Turkey as an area from which we
can verify past and future arms limita-
tion agreements with the Soviet Union.
I believe that is a very questionable ar-
gument. Dr. Herbert Scoville, formerly
with the Defense Department and the
Arms Control Agency, says these bases
are of marginal utility, in this era of
electronic. and technological and satel-
lite devices. Verification of any SALT vio-
lations can be accomplished in many
ways, particularly by satellite.

Will we in this Congress vote to utilize
our power under the Constitution to lim-
it the power of the President? Or will
we allow funds we appropriate to be used
for aggression against innocent people?
Will we say to countries hosting some
‘300 other military installations, that
they they are free to disregard our laws?

We have to stand on the side of a com-
mitment to world peace and to helping
nations build their country’s ecgnomy
and sovereignty and to defend them-
selves. We must not allow our funds to be
used for aggressive purposes.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I°

realize it is difficult for any Member to
follow the distinguished gentlewoman
from New York who just spoke, but I now
recognize one of the great statesmen of
this body, the gentleman from California
(Mr. RousseLoT) for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ROUSSELOT asked and was
glven permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
gret that I have been in the Committee
on Banking and Currency discussing the
issues of monetary policy with the Chair-
man of- the Federal Reserve Board.
Therefore, I have not had a chance to be
here for the entire debate; but I wonder
if the chairman of our distinguished
committee could help answer a few ques-
tions that I posed to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. ZasLockI). I did knhow
that the gentleman from Wisconsin was
trying to complete his entire remarks and
was not able to totally respond to my
questions a moment ago.

Is it-not true that part of the problem,
as I understand it, in this American em-

bargo to have some impact on the Turk-~

ish Government is to encourage them to,
first, negotiate on the issue of the Cyprus
situation; second, to handle the refugee
problem, relates to the Turkish Govern-
ment actual attitude toward the serious-

ness of the embargo. The problem has

been that certain members of our State
Department, including our own Secretary
of State, have tended to encourage the
Turkish Government to not be too con-
cerned about this embargo, because it
was felt by those representatives of our
Government that with our President’s
new-found popularity—this is after Feb-
ruary—the President’s new-found popu-
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larity and the willingness of Congress to
be very concerned about our bases in
Turkey that, therefore, the Turkish Gov-
ernment really did not need to worry
about the embargo, because the State De-
partment and the Secretary were per-
suaded that Congress could be encour-
aged to turn this all around by eliminat-
‘ing the embargo.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I think the gentle~
man is wrong. I think both the President
and the Secretary of State have tried
very honestly to help solve this situation.
They did not like the embargo—they
thought it would be counterproductive~—
and they made this clear from the start.
But they have also done what could be
done to bring the Greeks and the Turks
to the negotiating table. : :
_ To bring the gentleman up to date, the
Secretary of State sat in the Speaker’s
office when the cut-off date of February 5
was agreed on. That was in December
1974. To get the foreign aid hill, that was
the only way the Executive could get the
foreign aid bill, and they agreed.

The embargo went into effect on the
5th of February. The Secretary of State
prior to that had met withh both the
Greek and Turkish foreign ministers.
Since that time, many other meetings--~.
many other efforts—have been made to
solve the problem—all without success.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I at-
tended with the gentleman the break-
fast at the White House. I do believe the
President has made a substantial effort
to get the Turkish Government to agree
to negotiations in Cyprus. What I am
saying, whereas the President was trying
to get the Turkish leadership to agree
to negotiation, there is some evidence
from reliable sources that this may not
be the whole story.

Mr. MORGAN. That is correct.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. So at the same time,
our Secretary of State, I know he feels
very strongly on his position, some of
our Government representatives were
saying, “You need not worry too much
about the embargo becausc we think

there is a chance to turn Congress -

around.” Is that not, true?

Mr. MORGAN. I never have had that
information. I think I have had as many
conversations with the Secretary of
State on this embargo as any Member
of the Congress. .

. Perhaps the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. Zasrockr) could answer more
fully. ‘

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUSS®ELOT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. ZABLOCKI).

Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. Chairman, a
question concerning that allegation was
asked of the Assistant Secretary for Po-
litical Affairs, Mr. Sisco, categorically
said there was no such evidence, '

Mr. ROQUSSELOT. In other words, the
Secretary did not sav that?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. The gentleman from
California is erroneously informed.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. In other words, the
Secretary of State has not said to the
Turkish Government, to the best of our
knowledge that, in fact, “Do not take
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too much concern about the embargo. We
will try have Congress turn around.” My
question is: Has that not occurred?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. It is the understand-
ing of the gentleman from Wisconsin
that it has not occurred.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. My. information
does conflict with the statements of the
gentleman from Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. SARBANES) .

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, within
2 weeks after the embargo took effect on
February 5, a . resolution was in-
troduced to totally lift the embargo
and. restore the flow of arms within 2
weeks.

The Secretary himself has frequently
said that he is going to seek to reverse
the decision of the Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 additional minutes to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Could the gentle-
man tell me where he got the informa-
tion he has just given us?

Mr. SARBANES. Of course, the in-
troduction of the resolution in the Senate
to completely reverse the arms cutoff is
a matter of public record, as are the
statements of the Secretary and the
President. In fact, he then said that he
considered this a terrible decision and
indicated to the government of Turkey
that they were to seek to prevent it.

The comments of our Ambassador to
Turkey as reported by the Turkish press
and the comments of the Secretary of
State are in the same vein, and that was
immediately upon its implementation.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gentle-
mean from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I do
not think it has been any deep, dark se-
cret that the Secretary was unhappy
about the cutoff.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. We all understand
that.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. And, I voted for it.
I have talked as many times, I expect, to
the Turkish envoys who were over here
as anyone in the House. I talked to the
former Turkish Ambassador to NATO,
Mr. Birgi, and to Senator Enan, a mem-
ber of the Turkish parliament, and they
were always very anxious and said:

Is there a chance that we will be able to
get the Congress to remove this, because we
cannot negotiate under the gun.

At no time did they even infer that
the Secretary said that he could turn
the Congress around, and I do not think
the Secretary thinks he has that power.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I am not suggesting
that the Secretary had a lock on the Con-
gress, because he knows he does not, but I
was wondering if the implication was left
with the Turkish Government to such an
extent that it made it apparent that the
embargo was, in fact, to be broken, or in
fact had no meaning.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. The gentleman said

_that this was a different Turkish Govern-

ment, and this government in my judg-
ment—and I know the Prime Minister—
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i3 willing to negotiate as we go on. I
voted. for the Jackson-Vanik amendment,
and I expect the gentleman did, too, and
it has been counterproductive.

IIr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
Mr. ANDERSON).

HIr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, this has been an excellent
debate, and despite the emotional char-
acler and nature of the problem in-
volved, I want to congratulate all the
narticipants who have participated in
ihis debate.

“'he suggestion is made that what is
really involved here is the very broad
suestion of U.S. policy with respect to
e sale or grant of arms to other for-
=ign countries: such broad principles as
she matter of 'the enforcement by the
sxecutive branch of the laws of our
sountry, thet those principles are going
i3 he completely subverted if we adopt
.n-, legislation. I will take issue with
shet analysis of the problem. I would
sugsest that there is a more immediate
:oricern to which we are directing our
sitontion in the adoption of this bill,
and that is the concern that we feel in
st hearts for the 180.000 or more
<!yoriot refugees who have been driven
‘rom their homes because of this tragic
intereommual or civil conflict. T would
suggest that if we really want to do
something for those people, for those
vl igees, that we ought to adopt this
=guslation today.

When we look at the Middle East to-
J4ay, what is the problem there that for
nore than a quarter of a century has
«oritinued to fester and break out once,
iwice, three timees, in tragic war? It
tas. been the problem of the Palestinian
rofagees, has it not? The problem of
hundreds of thousands of people who
were driven from their homes, and be-
=ause we have not had a political or
indicial settiement of the issues involv-
ing those refugees, they continue to keep
the threat of war hanging over the
aMiddle East even today.

I would suggest that unless we can do
<omething to solve the problem of the
refugees on Cvprus, unless we can have
:» political settlement of that dispute, we
sre going to continue to have the threat
+{ war hanging over that unhappy is-
iand. This bill, in my judgment, in my
iutrnble opinion, at least moves us off
ihe position of total impasse where we
=tand today.

“'he suggestion has been that some of
15 3upporting this legislation are not
really interested in the plight of the
rofugees, thet the U.S. Government has
heent less than concerned about these
wsaople driven from their homes.

I think the facts belie anv such
rharges. This country was one of the very
few countries to respond to the world-
wide appeal that was made by the United
Mations High Commission on Refugees
and the International Committee for the
tec. Cross last summer. We have donated
in “he last fiscal year, the one ended
June 30. $36 million for the assistance of
tnese people. We have requested an ad-
:{itional $25 million in the fiscal year 1976
tn finance the U.S. support for Cyprus,
$15 million ¢of that to cover some of the

‘me at the outset make one brief
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relief activities. the cost of the U.8 sup-
port of the relief activities. The cust of
feeding these displaced persons in both
zones of Cyprus is estimated to cost more
than $3 million a month alone.

Let us do something. I plead wit: the
Members of this House, about the 1light
of these unhappy people. Let us at least,
with the passage of this legislatio::, try
to take one positive constructive step
forward to move us out of the piesent
stalemated condition in which we find
ourselves, and hope that thereby w: can
encourage the reasonable ongoing iego-
tiations between the major power: who
had agreed to guarantee the securit . and
the independence of Cyprus, that wt« may
achieve a solution rather than a con-
tinuation of the stalemate.

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois aske:!
was given permission: to revise an!
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairm'n, I
vield myself 3 minuzes.

(Mr. DERWINSKI asked and was -iven
permission to revise and extend h : re-
marks.)

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairm:n, I
would like to point out that this is an in-
credibly complex question, and I do hope
the Members do vote objectivel+. I,
frankly, think most have made up their
minds. To a degree, all of our deb:.te is
for the record. We do not have that rnany
votes in doubt. Even though I am ::oing
to vote against the measure, I do s~ for
what I consider positive reasons. [ do
not happen to be anti-Henry Kissinger.
I am not a member of the Henry K’ :sin-
ger fan club, by the way, either. But I do
not think the Secretary is at issue here.
The issue is, as I see it. whether o not
there has been enough progress or Cy-
prus, progress in having the refugec:; re-
turn to their property, progress ir. the
political settlement involving the zov-
ernment on the island. progress bet veen
the Turkish and Greek Cypriot con mu-
nity. And it is this lack of progress that
I consider the central issue.

and
ex-

To give the devil his due. I thini. the”

Secretary has acted in good fai-i. I
would question his judement, but Id : not
question his sincerity.

The key issue is that Congress ha: im-
posed restrictions on arms shipmeris to
Turkev conditioned upon substatial
progress. In my judgment. the pro:ress
has not been there, and for that reason
I oppose this measure.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I ield
4 minutes to the distinguished ge:tle-
man from Maryland (Mr. SARBANE:).

(Mr. SARBANES asked and was siven
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairmar Ilet
sref-
atory remark, if I may be permitt d.

There have been charges about e'lnic
politics and a Greek lobby, and I vant
to sav to the Members of this House *hat
those Americans of Greek origin and
other Americans who are interested in
this issue are not a Greek lobby; they
are an American lobby. They ar: an
American lobby for decency and fo:- the
respect for law; they are an American
lobby for an important principl: in
American foreign policy; namely, that
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we should seek to deter, not to :ondons,
aggression; and they are an American
lobby for the role and the respor:sibilities
of the Congress of the United States in
carrying out its constitutional iuties.

We would not be here considering th's
matter today had not Turke:y at the
peace talks at Geneva in mic-August
broken off those talks and launched a
major military assault on the :sland f
Cyprus. There was no effort t« cut of
arms to Turkey in response to its mili-
tary action on the 20th of Jul becausa
that move related to the actiors of the
Greek junta on the 15th of Juls precip-
itating the coup on Cyprus. That move
could be viewed as an assertioa of re-
sponsibility, as a guarantor pow :r under
the London-Zurich Accords, in srder tn
reestablish the constitutional “rrange-
ments for which the guaranter powers
were responsible.

Following the Turkish eniry inta
Cyprus, the coup collapsed, tre junti
collapsed, and a cease-fire w:3 negc-
tiated. The parties went to Ger :va, ani
talks began on a settlement, tal::s which
offered an opportunity to res:lve the
situation.

On the 14th of August Turk:y brok:
off those talks in Geneva at 2 . .m. an
within 3 hours Turkey had lauached
major military assault which had bee::
in the planning stage. This assa:ilt over-
ran 40 percent of the area of tre islan:i
representing 70 percent of itc wealtk,
created 200,000 refugees, one--hird of
the island’s population, and k:led an-
wounded thousands of innocent people.

That was clear blatant aggres:ion. an.!
it is that military assault w!ich has
brought us to this point. In res onse to
that aggressive action, the (ongres;
stopped the flow of military arm:s tc Tur -
key. In doing so, it asserted a fur.damen-
tal principle of American foreig: policy
namely, that weapons are supolied t.
other nations for defensive and not fo-
aggressive purposes. This is a principls
reflected in our laws; it is refl:cted i
the Foreign Assistance Act anc in the
Foreign Military Sales Act. It “as been
in those laws for more than a de-ade.

The principle was not put intc the lav
after the fact. It has been in the law fo-
more than a decade. To reverse row tha:
principle and that law without Turkey :
having made one good-faith e¥ort o1
Cyprus to restore to their heines ths
refugees, about whom we have heard so
much, and alleviate their problems is tc
abandon the basic principle; it is to con-~
done the aggression.

What lessons are to be drawn around
the world abeut the meaning of our law
and about the meaning of Amer::an pol-
icy if the Congress is to reverse ts deci-
sion with no steps taken by T:.rkey to
remedy its aggression. Obviously the re-
sumption of military aid must be relatec
to steps to remedy the aggressio::, To do
otherwise is to abandon a bhasic rrinciple
of American foreign policy. Wishout =
principled content to our foreigr policy
our leadership position in. the wcrld wili
be premised upon power alone .nd no:
also upon principle. We have no- in the
past been willing to proceed sclely on
that premise.

Mr. Chairman, on the 4th of .‘uly the
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President came to my district, to Fort
McHenry in Baltimore, and quoting
Abraham Lincoln, he said that the United
States was “the last best hope of man-
kind.”

If we are to be the last best hope of
mankind, then we must keep principle
as well as power as essential elements of
our leadership. That is what we are ask-
ing for here today.

We have gone to the Secretary of
State again and again and said, ‘“Take
this tool of the cufoff which the Con-
gress has given you to work construc-
tively to achieve a resolution on Cyprus.
Do not simply address yourself to the
task of reversing the Congress, of turn-
ing the Congress around. Take some ac~
tion to meet the pressing humanitarian
problem which exists on that tragic is-
land so that we can then move forward
~ with this matter.”

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SARBANES. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I want to associate myself with the elo-
quent remarks of the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. SARBANES). -

(Mr. DRINAN asked and was given
permissien to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, DRINAN, Mr, Chairman, I do not .

intend to reiterate the compelling argu-
ments against this legislation which have
been made by previous speakers on both
sides of the aisle. Nevertheless, in order
to clarify my reasons for opposing this
bill, a brief historical review is called for.
When S. 846 was passed by the Senate on
May 20 and referred to the House Com-
mittee on International Relations, I be-
gan searching diligently to discover any
change in the circumstances which had
prompted Congress to enact legislation
suspending the sale of arms to Turkey
in December of last year. On five sep-
arate occasions during September and
October of 1974, the House had voted
overwhelmingly to cut off the shipment
of arms to Turkey.

At that time, the case seemed quite
clear. On July 20, 1974, following an at-
_ tempted coup by Greek militarists, the
* Turkish army invaded the independent
nation of Cyprus. By August 16, when a
cease-fire was agreed to, 40,000 Turkish
troops occupied 40 percent of Cyprus, in-
cluding most of the country's farmland
and economic resources. Nearly 200,000
Greek Cypriots, one-third of the entire
population of Cyprus, were driven from
their homes by the invading army. Some
6,500 Greek Cypriots were Kkilled or
wounded. Civilians were brutally raped
and tortured.

We are, all familiar with the tragic
events of last summer. The facts are un-
disputed.” No Greek soldiers set foot on
Cyprus during the fighting. It was a case
of naked aggression, with Turkey acting
to carry out its vows to seize control of
Cyprus from the Greek Cypriots who
“make up more than 80 percent of the
country’s population.

In the wake of the Turkish invasion,
.the administration had no choice under
the Foreign Military Sales Act and the

Foreign Assistance Act but to cut off all
weapons shipments to Turkey. The law
is quite clear on this point; American
arms can only be used for defensive pur-
poses. Turkey had openly violated the
agreement under which it had received
our arms. Nevertheless, the administra-
tion refused to act to uphold the law.

It took an act of Congress which spe-
cifically suspended the sale of arms to
Turkey to accomplish that. The bill en-
acted in December permitted the Presi-
dent to put off the effective date of the
arms suspension until February 5, 1975,
if he determined that such action would
further the progress of negotiations for
peace on Cyprus. President Ford made
that determination on December 31,
1974, and American arms continued to
flow into Turkey until February 5, 1975,
when shipments were finally halted.

So, I ask again, how has the situation
changed? Has Turkey ceased to occupy
a large portion of Cyprus with its invad-
ing army? The answer is no. Indeed,
Turkey is in the process of transferring
some 100,000 Turks to Cyprus to replace
the Greek Cypriots who have been forci-
bly driven from their homes into squalid
refugee camps.

Has Turkey agreed to negotiate with
Greece to remove its forces and restore
Cyprus to its sovereign state? The an-
swer is no. Forty thousand Turkish
troops remain in place, and no progress
has been made in negotiating their with-
drawal.

Has the Congress repealed the re-
quirements in the Foreign Assistance Act
and Foreign Military Sales Act which
forbid the transfer of American arms
to a foreign country engaged in aggres-
sion? The answer ohce again is no.

So there has been no change in cir-
cumstances, Yet the administration says
that this legislation is needed. Indeed,
the President and his Secretary of State
have waged an all-out campaign to con-
vince the House to reverse itself on this
issue.

I have listened carefully to the argu-
ments for resumption of arms shipments
to Turkey presented by the administra-
tion and by the proponents of S. 846. I
find them all to be completely lacking
in substance. First, the proponents assert
that the arms embargo has been ineffec-
tive in settling the Cyprus dispute and
therefore should be abandoned. There
are several fallacies in this line of argu-
ment.: The purpose of suspending arms
sales was not to drive Turkey to the
bargaining table; it was to enforce our
own laws regarding military sales and
to stop our involvement as a direct ac-
cessory to aggression on Cyprus. Our
foreign policy must be grounded in prin-
ciple to some extent, not molded on the
expedient basis of what will work and
what will not. Moreover, once the admin-
istration stops trying to end the embargo,
and Turkey learns that we mean what
we say w1th regard to their forced occu-
pation ‘of Cyprus, perhaps the Turkish
Government will be more prone to ne-
gotiate seriously.

Second, the proponents say that we
are punishing an ally by singling out
Turkey for an embargo on arms. These
Members ignore the fact that we have

given Turkey more than $3 billion in
economic and military aid since World
War II. They ignore the fact that Tur-
key had a period of 5 months between
the first House vote to cut off arms in
September and the imposition of the
embargo in February to change its poli-
cies. Yet Turkey did nothing. Finally,
they ignore the fact that our laws pro-
hibiting the use of American arms for
aggressive purposes do not have a time
limit- of 2 months or 4 months or 6
months. They are operative indefinitely
until the offending condition has been
eliminated. Turkey has not been singled
out for punishment. The United States
is simply enforcing its long-established
laws regarding foreign military sales.
Third, proponents of this legislation
point to Turkey's recent threats to expel
American forces from Turkish military
bases. “American national security and
the preservation of NATO require that
we prevent this from occurring,” they
argue. If this argument is accepted by
the House, dozens of nations, large and
small, throughout the world, will be

~handed a license to extract assistance

and other promises from the United
States. by engaging in such blackmail.
On June 23, Secretary Kissinger stated
firmly that ‘“no ally can pressure us by
a threat of termination.” Yet Mr. Kissin-
ger and others now ask us to capitulate
to such a threat emanating from Turkey.
No evidence has been presented which
demonstrates that our survival as a na-
tion would be imperiled should Turkey
carry out its threat to close its bases to
the United States. As for the survival
of NATO, I should point out that NATO
was established to prevent armed aggres-
sion, not to countenance it. If American
support of Turkish aggression on Cyprus
is the price we must pay for Turkey’s
membership in NATO, perhaps we should
be willing to suffer Turkey’s departure
from NATO. I strongly suspect that such
a move would imperil the security of
Turkey far more than it would our own.
In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the situ-
ation has not changed since last Decem-
ber and no valid reasons for lifting the
embargo  on arms to Turkey have been
presented. This legislation has been
labeled a “compromise” and deceptively
entitled “An act to promote improved
relations between the United States,
Greece, and Turkey.” In reality, this is
no compromise at all. It simply permits
the President to supersede existing law
and resume the shipment of arms to Tur-
key. Turkey need take no action in re-
turn. There are some constraints imposed
on the transfer of such arms under the
Foreign Military Sales Act. But com-
mercial arms sales conducted under the
Mutual Security Act would be unlimited
in quantity and free from prior congres-
sional scrutiny or disapproval. This bill
constitutes a blank check for the contin-
ued support of Turkish aggression oh
Cyprus.
. As for improved relations, there can
be no doubt that the enactment of S.
846 would make Turkey quite happy. On
the other hand, I donot see what it would
do to improve American relations with
the democratic government of Greece.
Moreover, it is hard to understand how
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the resumption of American arms sales
to Turkey would enhance relations be-
tween Greece and Turkey. This bill could
be more accurately named “The Turkish
Rearmament Act of 1875.” I urge my col-
ieagues to uphold the law, to reassert our
Nation’s historic opposition to armed ag-
zression, and to reject this attempt at
foreign blackmail by soundly defeating
this bill.

Mr. PHILLULIP BURTFON. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mir. SARBANES. Yes; I yield to the
gentleman from California.

(Mr. PHILLIP BURTON asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

NMr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Chair-
man, I, too, would like to commend our
distinguished colleague in the well, the
wen:leman from Maryland (Mr. Sar-
3aNus), for his comments, and I would
like to associate myself with his remarks
and urge all cf my colleagues to reject the
projrosal before the House.

[Mr. PHILLIP BURTON further ad-
dressed the Committee. His remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
teniarks.]

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
iMt HAYS).

(Mr. HAYS of Ohio asked and was
ziven permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
there is no Member of this bodv for
whem T have higher respect and deeper
regard than for the gentleman who iust
preceded me in the well, Mr. SARBANES.

I zan well understand his position, and
I can understand that he has deep emo-
tion about it. I supported his position in
the last go-round on this issue, as I sup-
vorted the Vanik-Jackson amendment,
because I felt emotional about the treat-
mer:t of the Soviet Jewish minority by
the Soviet Government. It gave me 3
zood deal of versonal satisfaction to cast
thaf, vote.

However, what has been the result?
The results in both cases have been not
only counterproductive, but in‘the case
of the Jackson-Vanik amendment, the
Russians simply cut the migration of
Jews from 36,000 to 6,000; and in the
case of the restrictions on Turkey, they
simply have refused to negotiate under
the gun. -

I have talked to the Turks about this,
and I have talked to the Prime Minister
of Cireece. There are great differences of
opirdon, but I think they are soluble if
we can get negotiations started, mean-
ingful, real negotiations.

I think I have a special right to talk
abonut this because in the days of the
Junta, in the days of the dictatorship,
who did more damage to the Greek peo-
ple even than the Turks did on Cvprus,
in physical damage and mental torture?
I any the one who introduced an amend-
mer.t not to zive any more arms to that
government until a democratic govern-
mer.t was installed in Greece.

I am sure that if the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. SarBaNES) had been in
this body then, he would have supported
it, or maybe ne did; I am not sure.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Yes; I yield ti: the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairman the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays) offered
such an amendment after I becar:e a
Member of this body, and I did, incieed,
support it.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. The gentleman
from Maryland did support it, and I re-
call that the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BrabpeEMAS) also supported it.

Yet, many of the same voices ou'side
of this Chamber-—and I heard som: of
them in my district—of the so-c:lled
Greek lobby, were denouncing me all nver
this country as an enemy of Greece. '‘hey
were supporting the junta which had its
fingers around the throats of the Greek
people.

Mr. Chairman, I want to see this rrob-
lem in Cyprus settled. I want to see those
Greek Cypriots get toc go back hon:e. I
want a settlement. I want a governn:ent.
I do not know what we can come up ‘with.
My judgment is that we are going to
come up with a compartmenta!lized
Cyprus which has a Turkish min-rity
section and a Greek Cypriot maj. rity
section, but I think we have to lock at
the whole picture.

As the gentleman said, the junts did
start this, and the Turks did invade. and
I agree that they went too far when they
broke off negotiations in Geneva.

The Members and I have no disagree-
ment about that, but as I said to Prime
Minister Karamanlis in his office in %th-
ens, “You have to think of one thing Mr.
Prime Minister: If it had not been fo the
Turkish invasion of Cyprus whicl: so
humiliated the junta, they would stiil be
in power, and you would still be sittirig in
exile in your apartment in Paris where I
met with you and talked about the fu sure
of Greece.”

Therefore, this is not all a one-sided
thing. What we are really doing i’ we
pass this resolution or bill is sayirz to
Turkey, “Yes, you can have the arr-s if
they are bought and paid for, and we are
not trying in the legislation to cut vo 1 off
in 3 months.” However, after July 31 if 1
am not mistaken, nobody can buy any
more arms until there is a new arms :ales
bill passed, and that is coming up in Oc-
tober, at which time we can take ancrher
look.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairms.n, 1
vield the balance of my time to the dis-
tinguished minority leader, the ge:tle-
man from Arizona (Mr. RHODES).

(Mr. RHODES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I must
say that each time I have taken the “oor
on this subject—and I have done so sev-
eral times—that it is one of the rcore
difficult jobs that I do as a Membe: of
this body. It is difficult because the = is
merit on each side of this questior.. so
I can certainly understand how the
Members feel. Also, I have no quirrel
with anything the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. Sareanes) said; ard I
agree with the gentleman from Ohio Mr.
Hays), for whom I have great resject,
and for the gentleman from Indiana
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(Mr. Brabpemas) who also feels very
strongly about the matter.

However, I believe the thing we need to
be looking at now is what this does t¢
the United States of America.

This is not a Greek matter or i Turk-
ish matter. As a matter of fact. it is a
NATO matter, and it is an American
matter. NATO needs both Grecce and
Turkey. Without both of them th+ south-
ern flank of NATO is exposed znd can
be turned by an armed and determined
enemy.

Even more, Greece and Turk:y need
each other because if they end up with
permanent enmity then some of th:e other
nations in that part of the world who
have been predatory in the past can cer-
tainly become predatory again.

S0, Mr. Chairman, I believe what we
are trying to do here today is to unravel
a very knotty problem. It seem: to me
that this is the first step in solviag it.

We need to get people to negoiate, not
only on the Cyprus situation but »n some
of the other matters that involve the re-
lationships between Greece and Turkey
in that part of the worid. I th:nk the
Aegean Islands are important. I believe
that progress can be made concerning
them and, indeed, that we could get that
matter settled.

The embargo that was imposed at the
insistence of this body just flatly has not
worked. There have been no regotia-
tions. There has been no progress to-
ward any kind of settlement. Tre refu-
gees on Cyprus continue to suffer and, in
the meantime, thie Greek-Turkish schism
becomes deeper and wider, and the
United States has to move in crder to
get this situation off of dead center.

Let me just mention some of the
things that might occur if this bill is
not passed. It has been said that the
Turks will demand renegotiation of our
bases there, and perhaps it will be neces-
sary for us to close them down. If we do
have to close those bases, this will not
hurt Turkey, it will hurt us. Also, as the
Members know, many of the things which
we do at those bases are much more im-
portant to the United States anc West-
ern Europe and, in fact, to the whole free
world, than they are just to Turkey. We
need those bases. It is not a matter of
their blackmailing us because, aiter all,
according to the Turks—and I can un-
derstand that many of the Members
disagree with them, but I can also under-
stand their viewpoint—they say we com-
mitted the first act of repression by im-
posing an embargo on them. They felt
they had a right to invade Cyvrus to
comply with their treaty obligations after
the Greek junta sponsored a takeover of
that island by people who tried tc assas-
sinate Archbishop Makarios. Whether
right-or wrong, that is the way they feel,
and I can imagine their feelings Hecause
they feel that we in America drew the
first sword after having been good friends
of ours.

It has not been said before, but I do
not think there were any more valiant
soldiers in Korea than were the Turks.
They fought shoulder to shoulder with
our people, and they did a great iob. So,
as I say, they wonder why we did what
we did.
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I think it is high time, Mr. Chairman,
that we vote in favor of the United
States of America, and to me a vote in
favor of this bill is such a vote, and I
urge the Members to vote for the legis-
lation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rec-
oghizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
FASCELL) .

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the remaining time.

(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.) .

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to the pending bill
and urge all my colleagues to vote against
it. The only real issue today is what is
best for the United States, If this resolu-
tion is adopted I respectfully suggest
that it is not in the best interests of the
United States.

This House went on record by a vote
of over 3 to 1 in. February of this year
deciding the issue with respect to the
violation of American law in the use of
arms by Turkey for agressive purposes.
Speaker after speaker have gotten up
here today and said that the issue is a
matter of principle.

A principal argument for the bill is
that the embargo has not brought about
any concession by anybody, so they are
no eloser to a settlement now than they

were before and therefore we in the

United States should forget principle.
Mr. Chairman, it is suggested by the
proponents of the pending hill that all
of us who voted for the embargo on arms
the last time as a matter of principle
should now turn right around in a com-
plete circle, about-face, and lift the arms

embargo. I ask the Members to ask them- -

selves what has changed as a matter of
principle? What has changed that would
make them make that decision?

I will tell the Members what has
changed since we put that embargo on.
There are two things: one, the Turkish
Government came out very explicitly and
said after a period of time, “We, the
Turkish Government, are going to review
our agreement with the United States on
U.S. bases in Turkey.” In other words
pressure was put on the United States.

Immediately out of our Government
came the unilateral conclusion that Tur-
key’s statement affects our national se-
curity; therefore, we ought to change our
minds and lift the embargo.

The other thing is that it is quite clear,
and admitted by everybody-—proponents,
opponents, the administration—that
there is absolutely no guarantee of any
kind, or even a possibility—it is just a
big if—that if we adopt this resolution
that progress will be made on the issues
between Greece and Turkey. The Turkish
Government is in command of the situa-
tion. They have the majority of the is-
land. They have most of the military
force. If the Turkish and Greek Govern-
ments have not agreed by now, why
would they have to agree to anything
later?

I do not know why the sole burden is
on the U.S. Goverhment to bring about
an agreement between Greece and Tur-
key.’

We have bases also in Greece that are
important to our national security. But
we do not seem to be worried about them.

The answer is, nothing has changed.
This resolution will not help it any. The
Turkish Government will get the arms
but it does not necessarily mean that
they will thereafter do what they could
have done before.

The United States sells over $9 billion
a year in arms to other countries under
the same restrictions. If we lift the em-
bargo it will undercut all congressional
restraints and executive agreement on
arms sales.

In the final analysis it will be clear
to all, that the United States caved in
under pressure and that an important
principle of law has been rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MORGAN) to close
the debate.
~ Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remaining time to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. FHAMILTON).

(Mr. HAMILTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chalrman will the

gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMILTON. I yield to the gentle-
man-from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I just want to remind the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Fascern) when he
asked what did Greece do, that, of course,
the Greeks have taken our bases in
Greece and our home-porting privileges,
and mit them under Greek command.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of S. 846.
¢ The vote on this bill may be the most
important single vote for Congress on
a foreign policy issue this year, and I

hope the Members of the House will sup- -

port the bill.

Whatever your view of the arms ban
on Turkey 6 months ago, it has become
clear today that the ban is not work-
ing. It has been counterproductive to
America’s best interest in the eastern
Mediterranean. The ban is now con-
tributing to an unacceptable and dete-
riorating situaion.

The arms ban on Turkey has threat-
ened the viability of the southern flank
of NATO and Turkey's ability to carry
out its NATO force goals; contributed
to a deadlock in negotiations on Cyprus
and thereby helped to prolong suffering
of the Cypriot people; jeopardized con-
tinued U.S. access to military and intel-
ligence installations in Turkey; and un-
dermined Turkish-American relatiors
and, because of the festering Cyprus
crises, threatened continued Greek-
American relations.

The crucial question here concerns the
means that the U.S. Government has to
influence the Governments of Turkey,
Greece, and Cyprus to deal with this in-
tolerable situation in the eastern Medi-

- terannean.

More precisely, the question is
whether the several U.S. foreign policy
interests in the area will be better served
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by a continuation or modification of the
arms embargo against Turkey.

If this bill is defeated and the ban
continues, the consequences could be
serious:

Turkish bases and lntelhgence-gather-
ing facilities may be lost;

Our 30-year relationship with Turkey
may be irreparably harmed;

Turkey may be forced to realign itself
with closer ties to the Soviet Union to
the north and to some of its less mode-
rate Arab neighbors to the south; and
. The stalemate in Cyprus will drag on,
with all that means in human suffering
by the refugees, and eventual problems
for Greece.

Wise policy simply does not risk these
kinds of consequences. We have two pos-
sible courses of action:

1. The ban be continued. The theory
of this approach is that by denying all
arms to Turkey pressure will mount on
Turkey to make concessions that will
get Cyprus negotiations off the ground;
and

2. The ban can be modified. The theory
here is that a partial lifting of the ban
will show the good faith and willingness
to compromise of the United States and
that a new climate will be created to put
in motion a series of moves, some by
Turkey, that will lead to successful talk
on Cyprus and improvement on other
issues.

Keeping the ban in toct tends to per-
retuate all the problems that now exists.
That course of action simply has not
worked. The people in our Government
who are closest to this problem believe
that the Turks will not buckle under
the nressue of the arms embargo and
make concessions while the embargo is
in effect. It simoly runs counter to their
nationsl character to do so. Furthermore,
they can obtain the eauipment they seek
from other sources. The fragile internal
political situation in Turkey, which per-
mits no sign of weakness on the Cypriot
question, also argues against early Turk-
ish compromise under pressure.

The present unacceptable situation re-
quires, then, some action to modify the
ban.

This bill represents an effort to break
out of the present stalemate. The bill
resumes some arms shipment but links
their- continuation later to progress in
Cyprus. If Turkey has a feeling for its
continued Telationship with the United
States, it will accept the opportunity
created. If not, the ban can be reimposed.

This bill then should be supported
because: .

First. The United States, as the super-
power, needs to take the first step to help
break the present impasse and to pre-
vent further deterioration in the situa-
tion on Cyprus;

Second. We need to keep the southern
flank of NATO strong and viable. In
order to do that we have to have good
ties with our two allies, Greece and.
Turkey.

Third. Our best hope to be able to in-
fluence Turkey on issues that matter to
us, including the opium issue, is by mod-
ification of the arms embargo. A contin-
uation of the ban will simply harden
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the Turkish position and weaken our
uability to insure that there are adequate
safeguards against Turkish opium get-
ting into illicit markets.

Fourth. The current diplomatic, polit-
ical. and military situation in the east-
2rn Mediterranean is intolerable, and, if
the arms banh continues, a bad situation
will only get worse; and

Fifth. The aid embargo has been coun-
terproductive. It threatens important
U.8. interest in the eastern Mediter-
ranean and our access to defense and
intelligence installations in Turkey.

A vote then against this bill is a vote
tor the status quo. It is a dead end—
uegative—approach. Such a vote repre-
senus support for the present, unsuccess-
{ul approach to win Turkish concessions
- yprus.

A vote for this bill is our best hope
in the present situation to try to set in
ziotzon a series of moves, some by Tur-
key, that will produce meaningful negoti-
ations on Cyprus; restore vitality to
NMATTO; protect important U.S. intelli-
aonce gathering facilities; and improve
{1.§ bilateral relations in the area.

¥r. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, the
time has come for some rethinking of
oir action taken last year imposing an
~mi-argo on all arms sales to Turkey.
‘I'ne passage of time and recent develop-
erts have persuaded me that we should
tntroduce some flexibility in our stance
ui T urkey’s violation of the Foreign Mili-
iary Sales Azt of 1968 and the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, and for this rea-
son I support H.R. 8454.

L5t September, Congress embargoed
iurther military sales or grant aid to
“I'ireey in the firm belief that we could
2ot allow statutory restrictions on arms
zales to be violated. Indeed, Turkey had
tsect arms sold to her by the United
rsales in her occupation of 40 percent of
ihe island of Cyprus, thereby violating
sect.on 4 of the Foreign Military Sales
Act and section 503 and section 505(a)
i1)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act.
‘i'nese conditions, which Congress has
:nardated for military aid and sales pro-
s, cannot be disregarded. They
silpilate that arms we sell must only be
tisec. for self-defense against outside ag-
rressors or against internal subversion,
and a flagrant violation of that stipula-
s:on cannot be allowed to pass unnoticed.
1t was on that basis that I voted for the
embargo last year.

The hope that an arms embargo would
indv.ce Turkey to negotiate constructive-
1y with respect to Cyprus also influenced
mnmany Members of ,Congress. However, I
did aot share that hope at the time, and
1 now more convinced than ever that
cont:nuation of the total embargo will
only anger Turkey without encouraging
dialog and compromise.

Political developments in Turkey in
mcent days demonstrate the counter-
productive effects of the arms embargo.
This is revealed by the trend in Turkish
f:sre gn policy statements. The embargo
has pushed Turkey into a more and more
inflexible position and closer to a rejec-
tion of her alliance with the United
States. In. mid-June, Prime Minister
Sulevman Demirel and his foreign min-

ister, Mr. Ihsan Caglayangil, were mak-
ing statements no more definite than
that the U.S. presence in Turkey nees to
be adjusted to the new situation. B the
end of June, internal pressure had built
tremendously, and Government posi-ions
had changed. Prime Minister Demnirel
has begun to speak out against the
United States, and yet his statements are
far too moderate to please the maj:rity
of his countrymen.

Whereas, in his June 16 notice t¢ the
U.S. Embassy in Turkey, Foreign Minis-
ter Caglayangil left open the question
of the status of U.S. installations du.ring
the reappraisal period which was to start
July 15, 2 days later he had beer. at-
tacked by the opposition. He respoaded
to a reporter’s question of “who wil! de-
termine the provisional status—of the
installations starting Julv 15?7 saving
“We shall determine it.” Whereas Tag-
layangil, in his June 16 statement said
that, in light of U.S. action, Turk:v is
entitled to abrogate her treaties with
the United States, shortly afterwarc.: he
was pressured into saying, during a ews
conference, “We alsc told the United
States Government that the Turkish
Government could no longer continus to
consider as valid the joint defense ag ree-
ments between the two countries.”

These are serious developments with
grave implications for the futur: of
United States-Turkey relations. Turkey
will hold senatorial elections in the fall,
and one of the sharpest criticisms ised
by the opposion is the contention that
the Demirel government is not strong
or swift enough in retaliating agains  the
United States for having imposed the
arms embargo. The issue is one of na-
tional pride for Turkey, and, althcugh
the embargo itself ‘is not hurting her
severely yet, it is having the seriou: ef-
fect of driving her into an increasi~gly
hostile and extreme anti-American di-
rection. If present trends continue un-
checked, as they surely will as lon: as
the U.S. arms embargo remains in-act,
moderate political leaders will be ecli-sed
by radical new forces and one of our «los-
est alliances in the Middle East may vell
be disrupted.

The consequences of such disruption
would bé extremely serious, as Turkey's
nro-Western posture and our militar: in-
stallations there are at risk. Our em-
bargo is now placing the future of hoth
in jeopardy. Turkey, in addition to being
a major military power in the east-
ern Mediterranean, includes uniq:ely
strategic points for observation of the
Soviet Union. There is no doubt -aat
Turkey is of great importance to the
national security of the United States.

T realize that even a partial liftin: of
the embargo is strongly opposed by riost
Greek-Americans. and 1 sincerely resret
that I cannot vote on this matter as they
would like.

However, I am conviced that, in :he
long run, it is as much in the interes- of
Greece as it is in the interest of *the
United States and the rest of NATO - hat
Turkey not turn away from a pro-Wsst-
ern posturé. Greece's dispute with Turkey
aover the Aegean is extremely seri-us,
probably more dangerous even than the
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Cyprus problem. Think how much more
serious the Aegean problem wculd be-
come for Greece if Turkey turn<d away
from the West toward the sweet-taiking
Russians and secured the backinz of the

Soviets for Turkey's designs sn the
Aegean.
The importance of Turkey's basic

posture is also deeply felt by the Israeli
Government. It is greatly conce:rned by
the present impasse and by the 1 ossibil-
ity that Turkey would abandon ts close
ties to the United States and tle West
and turn toward the U.S.S.R. or toward
the oil-rich and newly powerfil Arab
bloc. While the Israeli Governmoant has
not felt it could taKe an official »osition
in the matter, I have every reaso:1 to be-
lieve the Israelis hope H.R. 8454 will be
enacted.

Opponents of this measure ass:rt that
Turkey is bluffing. My answer to this
argument is twofold. First, I do 10t be-
lieve Turkey is bluffing, for the simple
reason that I do not believe any rovern-
ment in Turkey could afford to :muckle
under to the pressure of a total erabargo.
Second, even if that is wrong, no e can
be sure, and the stakes are too righ for
us to risk finding out that the Ti.rks are
indeed not bluffing.

As has been pointed out by many
speakers, H.R. 8454 is not a liftin.; of the
embargo such as was passed by t'ie Sen-

-ate, This bill is a compromise, fcr it al-

lows only commercial cash sa.2s and
what was previously contracted fr to be
supplied to Turkey now. Thus it repre-
sents an invitation to Turkey to negoti-
ate and compromise in turn. Tais bill
postpontes the issue of FMS cre lit and
cash sales until the fall, when we will be
considering the entire military ar.d sales
program. This will give Turkey a time in
which she can prove her good fa:ih, and
will give us an automatic opportu aity for
a reevaluation of our stand.

This aspect of the bill encoripasses
a major point of the proposal n ade by
George Ball and Cyrus Vance, n that
it mandates a further reconsidzaration
of our position a few months af er this
initial gesture. However, it does n>t con-~
stitute the kind of a threat which Tur-
key found intolerable before that is, spe-
cifying that the embargo will b« reim-
posed if Turkey makes no conc liatory
moves. Incidentally, I understa.id Mr.
Ball has now endorsed H.R. 845 - in its
present form.

Let me now comment on the ar:;ument
that we should retaliate against T irkey’s
lifting of her internal ban on >pium-
poppy growing by continuing tl.e em-
bargo. First, let me say that I :ield to
no one in my hatred of the devastating
curse of heroin addiction and in my
anger at those despicable persoris who
enrich themselves by illicitly tra:ficking
in opium and its derivatives.

But Turkey has announced a r=w de-
termination to stop the illicit trade in
opium, as other nations such a: India
have successfully done. Turkey l.as in-
troduced new methods of control and a
government buying program, as vell as
adopfed laws which severely punisi those
who violate the new methods. These
measures have been approved by he in-
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ternational experts in narcotics control.
We cannot now assume that they will
fail. It is simply premature for us to de-
cide to punish Turkey on this ground.

Second, even if Turkey’s control meth-
ods do not prove successful, we have no
reason to believe that continuation of the
arms embargo will result in Turkey’s re-
impesition of the earlier poppy growing
ban. Indeed, the contrary is the case. If
Turkey’s anger at what the Turks con-
sider an unfriendly act by a long-time
ally produces an unfavorable change in
Turkey’s foreign policy, one predictable
consequence will be a “to-hell-with-you”
attitude on opium control as well.

" Third, I do not believe that we will
ever stop the ghastly flow of herocin to
our city streets by attempting to stop the
illicit opium trade all over the world, If
one source is plugged, another quickly
appears to take its place. Southeast Asia
Is one such source, Mexico is another. I
am advised that heroin today is in plen-
tiful supply in New York City, none of
. it coming from Turkey.

Finally, it has been argued ad nauseam
that H.R. 8454 represents an abandon-
ment of principle.”

I might be impressed by this argument
if the opponents of H.R. 8454 were in-
sisting that all American-supplied arms
be removed from Cyprus before any lift-
ing of the ban could take place. But they
are not saying that. They are saying “let
the Turks do a little something, and
then we will ease the embargo.” So the
argument is not over a matter of prin-
ciple, nor is it over whether to compro-
mise; it is over the question of when to
compromise. -

No one can contend that the United
States ignored or condoned Turkey’s vio-
lations. A total embargo for 5 months is
a substantial penalty.

Now the question we must answer is
whether the United States must, either
as.a matter of principle or of expediency,
extend the penalty indefinitely, at great
risk to ourselves, to NATO and, ulti-
mately, to Greece as well.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, today we are on the threshold of
deciding one of the most important for-
eign policy questions to be entertained
by this Government in the immediate
post-Vietnam war period. The conse-
quences of our action today will affect
not only Turkey and Cyprus, Greece, and.

" our Western alliance, but will have far-
reaching implications that will signal the
philosophy to which the United States
is prepared to adhere in its pursuit and
determination of future foreign policy
and international relations.

It is thus very important that we fully
understand what we will be saying by our
vote today. After former ruling Greek
military junta engineered a coup against
the duly eclected President of Cyprus,
Archbishop Makarios, Turkey launched
a massive invasion of Cyprus. This in-
vasion was accompanied by large-scale
air raids, killing thousands of innocent
people, and resulted in the flight of over
200,000 Greek Cypriots from their homes
in the north. Cyprus, a NATQ ally, large-
ly defenseless, was subsequently occupied
by Turkish forces. This occupation by
Turkey, now 1 full year later, includes
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virtual control of the economy and pro-
duction, as well as the displacement of
thousands of Cypriots, now refugees. All
of this ravenous occupation occurs under
military force.

Our arms, supplied to Turkey for the
ostensible purpose of strengthening our
Western alliance, have now been used
against one of our NATO allies. We are
in the precarious position of having sup-
plied arms to one NATO slly who has
used them to the ruination, destruction
and occupation of another NATO ally.
Despite the cries of outrage from other
of our allies, as well as the U.N., Turkey
has not yielded in its aggression. The in-
tentions of Turkey must now be consid-
ered seriously suspect.

Mr. Chairman, I am not unaware of,
nor insensitive to, the cogent arguments
advanced by those who believe that the
United States ean proceed in a better
negotiating position if we pass this bill.
The Congress, and I believe wisely, re-
quired the President to suspend all mili-
tary assistance to Turkey until such time
as the President determined that Turkey
was In complance with our laws relating
to. defense articles supplied by the United
States, and until substantial progress
had been made towards s settlement
with Cyprus. In the absence of such a
determination, on February 5 of this
year the embargo became effective. We
were asserting that the United States
would not condone the invasion of one
ally by another, that we would not accept
the human rights and national sover-
eignty violatlons inherent in such an
invasion, and that the United States
would not be a party, through the supply
of arms, to such outrageous ageression.
Further, our fradition of freedom and
democracy, as well as the lofty ideals
of NATO, would not permit us to be
assoclated with such gross violations of
democratic principles and blatant ag-
gression. This, I submit, is what we will
be explicitly condoning by resuming arms
shipments to Turkey, and this I cannot
do. Once we establish, openly and forth-
rightly, and as a matter of public policy,
that we will assist in this horror, we will
have opened the door that nothing is
unacceptable in achieving desired ends.
To abandon these principles has, I fear,
the gravest consequences for our foreign
policy relations and our perception of
ourselves as a freedom loving and demo-
cratic Nation.

I earnestly urge a defeat of this bill.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I am strongly opposed to lifting the
ban on military aid to Turkey because I
feel that to do so will violate existing
provisions of American law which pro-
hibit countries receiving American arms
from using those arms against our other
allies.

Section 505(h) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 13961, as amended, states
that-— -

No Defense articles shall he furnished . . .,
to any country . . . unless the President de-
termines . . . that such defense articles will
be utilized by such country for the main-
tenance of its own defensive strength, or the
defensive strength of the free world; . . .

Thus, when on August 14-17 Turkish
military forces Jaunched a major military
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assault on Cyprus using American mili-
tary equipment including tanks, planes,
guns, personnel carriers, and landing
craft, it clearly violated section 505(b).

Section 4 of the Foreign Military Sales
Act states:

Defense articles and defense services shall
be sold . . . solely for internal securlty, for
legitimate seif-defense, to permit the reci-
plent country to participate in regional or
collective arrangements or measures consis-
tent. with the Charter of the United Na-
tions ., ,

Inasmuch as the American tanks,
planes, guns, personnel carriers, and
landing craft were delivered to Turkey
for NATO purposes only, it is irrefutable
that the Turkish invasion of Cyprus was
an explicit violation of section 4. And
that is not all. Section 3(¢) of the For-
eign Military Sales Act states that—

Any foreign country which hereafter uses
defense articles or defense services furnished
under this Act, In substantial violation of
any provigion of this Act .. . shall be im-
mediately ineligible for futher cash sales,
credits, or guarantees.

And section 505(d) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 as amended states
that— .

Any country which hereafter uses defense
articles or defense services furnished such
country . . . in substantial violation of the
provisions of this chapter shall be imme-
diately ineligible for further assistance.

I am sure that my colleagues will agree
that Turkey’s capture and occupation of
40 percent of the island of Cyprus and
70 percent of the economic wealth; its
killing of 5,000 Cypriots; its immobiliza-
tion of the island economy: and its ex-
bulsion of 200,000 Greek Cypriots—all
with the use of over 90 percent of the
American military equipment—is further
evidence that Turkey has indeed violated
both of these sections of our law also.

Last week, I listened intently as Presi-
dent Gerald R. Ford, Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger and Secretary of De-
fense James Schlesinger presented per-
suasive arguments that the U.S. military
installations in Turkey are crucial to the
well-being of our country.

It is my view that strategic bases in
both Turkey and Greece are needed for
our internal security and associate my-
self with the remarks of my distinguished
colleague from Michigan, Congressman
DownaLp W. RiecLE, Jr., who said “bases
in one country ought not to be jeopar-
dized for bases in another country.”

We must not, therefore, permit our-
selves to be browbeaten into breaking our
own laws as ransom for U.S. bases abroad
and must not jeopardize the well-being
of our citizens by setting a precedent
that will invite other nations to black-
mail the United States over base rights
in their countries.

The provisions -of this bill are ex-
tremely broad. They will: First, allow
the immediate sale of all commercial
military equipment by the U.S. arms
manufacturers to Turkey; second, permit -
later this year the resumption of all
sales by our Government of military
goods to Turkey with U.S. taxpayer-paid
subsidies—which will provide Turkey
with reduced interest rates with which
to buy goods either directly or on credit:
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third, release immediately all goods—
totaling $175 million in arms and includ-
ing 2% F-4-E aircraft—which Turkey
now has under contract with the United
Siates: and fourth, open enormous loop-
noles in existing laws as well as repeal
the cutoff amendment which went into
eifect on February 5 of this year.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I

strongly urge my colleagues to defeat
this bill.
Mr. ANNUNZIC. Mr. Chairman, the
»iil before us today, S. 846, asks us to
r=peal the ban on military aid to Turkey
wiiich Congress imposed on February 5,
1575, That ban was instituted in reac-
tion to the illegal use of American-sup-
piied arms and materiel by Turkey in the
Turkish invasion of Cyprus last year.
In that nvasion over 30,000 Turkish
troops equipped with U.S. arms occupied
49 nerzent of the island and drove 200,000
Cireek Cypriots out of their homes. Yet
taday we are asked to support S. 846
which would condone this illegal inva-
sion and occupation.

There are a number of reasons why
we should reject S. 846, First, this coun-
try hns always believed in the rule of
1aw, Jet, Turkey has clearly violated
poth 'J.S. law and bilateral agreements
in its actions in Cyprus. The Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 and the Foreign
Military Sales Act both state that U.S.
military assistance and equipment are
to be used only for defensive purposes.
The Turkish aggression in Cyprus stands
in clear violation of these legal provi-
3i008.

ff e pass S. 846 we will be sending

ciear signals to the international com-
raunity that we are abandoning our long-
time insistence on limiting weapons as-
sistance to defensive purposes—an in-
sistence which has been a traditional
cornestone of our foreign policy. Per-
mitting Turkey to receive U:S. arms atter
emplcying them in contravention of
[1.S. 1aw would encourage other nations
to misuse U.S. military assistance in a
sinilar manner.,
There is nothing in this bill to discour-
aze turther Turkish aggression. If we
waive existing restrictions on the offen-
sive use of U.S.-supplied arms Turkey
¢nuid use arms supplied under this bill,
as weil as arms purchiased commercially
in th» United States, to make further
encrochments in Cyprus. Indeed, given
the volatiie situation in the eastern Med-
ilerranean it is not inconceivable that
such arms might be utilized in an inva-
sion ¢ Greece itself.

! etary of State Kissinger has ar-
gued that this bill is necessary if we
are rob to lose the bases we have in
Turkey. Do we want to be placed in a
position of yielding to Turkish black-
mail? I, for one, do not. There are over
200 rajor U.S. installations in other
countries. Yielding to such blackmail
would place us in an untenable position
vith ihose other countries.

“uy thermore, Secretary Kissinger’s
usserlion that the Turkish bases are es-
1tizd for policing the SALT agreements
and monitoring Russian missile testing
are open to question. Several experts
have testified that these bases are only
marg.naily useful in verifying the SALT
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agreements, that alternative observa-
tion sites and satellites would be mure
useful, and that the SALT agreeme:ts
cannot be reasonably used to justify giv-
ing arms to Turkey in order to save cur
bases there.

Some of my fellow members who st.p~
port this bill argue we should accept it
as a “compromise.” What kind of comn-
promise is one in which we do not nsk
that Turkey take positive actions to
rectify its illegal depredations in Cypr ss
in exchange for U.S. arms aid? Obviously
this would be no compromise at :ll
Rather it would represent a caving in
by this country which would incre:.se
the likelihood that future recipients of
American arms would not feel bound by
the provisions of the agreements
which they obtained those arms.

Supporters of the bill also argue thiat
the present arms embargo has been n-
effective because it has not brought Twr-
key to the negotiating table over *he
Cypress question. The reason that +he
embargo has been less successful than
anticipated is because the Secretary of
State and others in the Ford Admiris~
tration have undermined its credibiiity
by publicly blaming Congress for enforc-
ing this country’s laws. Instead of blam-
ing Congress the Ford administrat on
should be exerting the various diplo-
matic, economic, and military pressures
at its command on Turkey which vio-
lated the law. It is not surprising that
the embargo has not led to gquick ne;o-
tiations since the actions and words of
the executive branch have fueled Tu k-
ish hopes that Congress would backdown
and lift the arms ban without evide:nice
of substantial Turkish progress tow:rd
negotiations.

Passaze of this bill would also h..ve
serious consequences for the fragile rew
democratic government in Greece. Such
an action would indicate a significint
American tilt toward Turkey which co 5ld
undermine the internal stability of “he
Greek Government, endanger our NATO
and 6th Fleet bases there, and threa.en
the recently revived Greek participat.on
in NATO.

Finally, this question is part of he
larger one of restoring Congress’ pro jer
role relative to the Executive in the m:x-
ing of foreign policy for this country.
In recent years Congress has taker. a
number of important steps to redress its
power imbalance vis-a-vis the Execulive
and regain its proper constitutional 1vle
in foreign policy. As Tom Wicker nofad
in Tuesday’s New York Times:

There is . . . ho question that where ap-
propriations must be provided, Congress has
a right to set certaln terms and conditior 5—
make policy—even in the field of foreizn
affairs.

The argument of the administration
that they must ignore American law in
order to protect American interests is
one that must be rejected. To accept
stich an argument would be to reject the
rule of law on which this country is
based. To accept such an argum-:nt
would be to acquiesce in the further ib-
dication of congressional prerogaftive: in
the field of foreign affairs. To accept
such an argument would be to tell »ur
long-time ally and friend, Greece, that

oy
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we will capitulate to Turkish blackmail
and turn our backs on “the cra.le of
democracy.” .

I hope the United States will ne rer be
put in such a position. I urge m’ col-
leagues to vote against aggression,
against illegality, and against in:erna-
tional blackmail by rejecting S. 843.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I feel
compelled to object to the restorat.on of
American arms assistance to Turke -.

I have come to that decision afte - con-
sidering the important issues of o1 r na-
tion’s relationship with both Greece and
Turkey, their involvement in NAT.), the
necessity of preserving military in:talla-
tions in both courtries, and the r:ed to
resolve the impasse on Cyprus.

Also, I have tried to keep in mir. ! that
our actions on this issue will affes't our
policy with respect to the sale or : rants
to other foreign countries, and etually
as important, our actions will affecs Con-
gress role in future foreign affairs deci-
sions.

Recognizing that the United S3tates
has a responsibility for internarsional
peace and stability commensurate with
its capacity to affect external even s, the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 was 1iassed
into law. This law was designed t« con-
tinue supplying military aid to helr meet
security threats confronting our allies.
Our Nation’s international security sys-
tem involving NATO, of which both
Greece and Turkey are members, other
mutual defense arrangements and mili-
tary assistance have gone a long v-ay to
protect the weak against the amtitions
of the strong.

However, the mandate of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 is that Am rican
arms are.not to be used by our al.ies in
aggressive actions. This vital stipulation
expressed the moral concern at the Con-
gress about the coniduct and conseqg:iences
of our Nation’s foreign policy. It was
hoped that the U.S. security assistance
program with this fundamental principle
behind 1t would lead to more respcnsible
behavior by our allies.

Today we are asked by the Presicent to
resume military sales to Turkey. T .1e ad-
ministration argues that lifting ti.e em-~
bargo is the only way to create a ragoti-
ating climate suifable for a Cpris set-
tlement. The President insists tha. Tur-
key will only enter serious negot:ations
if the Congress 1lifts the ban on m:litary
weapons.

Mr. Chairman, it was with our mili-
tary assistance that the Turkish forces
invaded Cyprus. It is with our arnr:s that
the Turks presently occupy 40 percent of
Cyprus. It is with our arms th:t the
Turks have murdered and wcunded
thousands of Greek Cypriots. Anl it is
with our arms that the Turkish arriy has
created a refugee problem mount:ng to
200,000. '

The immediate outlook on Cyprus in-
cludes the threat of further T wrkish
military expansion. In its quest for se-
curity, Turkey has become a crercive
power on Cyprus.

During the 6-month period hciween
the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in Au-
gust and the imposition of the arn:s em-
bargo in February, Turkey did :eceive
American arms aid and yet adamnantly
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refused to negotiate compromises with
Greece. Even after negotiations had be-
gun Turkey increased its control of ter-
ritory in Cyprus.

Today, to our knowledge, neither the
President nor Congress have received
any assurances that Turkish withdrawal
from Cyprus would proceed once military
aid was renewed.

Mr. Chairman, armed forces are im-
struments of war; diplomacy is”an in-
strument of peace. It is through diplom-
acy and not violence that you safeguard
one’s own vital interest. without hurting
those of the other side.

By lifting the arms embargo on Turkey
the United States will be losing all in-
fluence with Turkey to initiate serious
peace negotiations, Our arms will permit
the Turkish forces to further entrench
their position on Cyprus and to further
subordinate the Greek majority.

Lifting the embargo at this point
would constitute a violation of the For-
elgn Assistance Act of 1961, which calls
for an arms embargo against any nation
who uses American arms for aggressive
purposes. One of the principles that law
communicates is the solemnity of a com-
mitment. Congress has the responsibil-
ity of uphelding this legal principle even
though it has failed to deter Turkey
from its aggression.

Such a violation would permanently
injure our relationship with Greece. By

our failing to thwart the Turkish inva-,

sion and by our subsequent failing to
honor our legal commitment, Greece may
withdraw from NATO. This would mean
a serious weakening in our eastern Medi-
trranean defense system.

Renewing arms aid to Turkey will give
the appearance of a weaker ally making
declsions for the United States. Turkey
has threatened to renegotiate our bases
in mid-July unless we lift the arms em-
bargo. Turkey is of strategic value to
NATO, but this is hardly the most vital
issue. Under these circumstances the
United States must not relinquish its
freedom of action to a weaker ally which
uses its control over our policies for its
gelfish purposes.

Furthermore, by resuming military
assistance the United States will be giv-
ing the impression to all countries that
they are free to use American arms re-
gardless of the consequences. Such a free
hand destroys the usefulness of inter-
national diplomacy and thus, makes the
outbreak of war more likely. I am fear-
ful that Congress will suffer as a result
of lifting the embargo. Congress will be
put in the untenable position of condon-
ing countries employing American arms
for aggressive .purposes. Congress will
undo legislation that calls for respon-
sible behavior by our Government in for-
eign affairs. And lastly, Congress will
show that it is unwilling to enforce exist-
ing law in spite of White House opposi-
tion.

The political scholar Walter Lippmann
once wrote:

In the clash of arms the laws are silent.
We may add that in the truce of arms the
laws are heard.

I strongly believe in that principle
and it is for that overriding conviction
that I presently oppose the lifting of the
arms embargo oh Turkey.
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Mrs. BURKE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to 8. 846, which
would lift the comgressionally imposed
embargo on military assistance to Tur-
key. Passage of this legisiation would
violate a fundamental moral and legal
principle of U.S. foreign policy—that we
supply weapons to other nations for de-
fensive, not aggressive, purposes.

Seven months ago, Congress defined
American policy on this issue when it
imposed the embargo, which suspended
military assistance and sales to Turkey
until substantial progress hac been made
toward a setilement of the Cyprus issue.
The chalenge before us today is to prove
that we have the strength of our con-
victions—that we will not submit to the
international blackmail evidenced by
Turkey’s threat to deprive us of our mili-
tary and intelligence bases.

Rather than stand up to this threat,
our own President asks us to com-
promise—as he calls it-——with the Turks.
Mr. Chairman, I fail to see any com-
promise in this bill. Capitulation, yes.
Compromise, no. Under this legislation,
Turkey would be able to buy arms from
the United States, but is required to do
nothing about the Cyprus problem in
return for those arms.

Without requiring action by Turkey to
remedy the Cyprus situation, the United
States weakens its moral stance and
condones clear violations of U.S. law and

bilateral agreements hetween the United

States and Turkey under which Turkey
received the arms in question. Both the
Foreign Assistance Act and the Foreign
Military Sales Act contain -provisions
prohibiting the use, for aggressive pur-
poses, of arms supplied by the United
States. Furthermore, both laws mandate
an Immediate cutoff in further arms
shipments to any country violating these
provisions.

Dr. Kissinger has attempted to per-
suade us that our military bases in Tur-
key are more important than American
relations with Greece. Yet, ironically,
when the military junta was imposing a
dictatorship on Greece, the argument
was that Greek bases were of vital im-
portance to NATO and the United
States. Mr. Chairman, this kind of polit-

ical expediency fools no one and only

serves to undermine our international
credibility. Authorizing the sale of arms
to Turkey under these conditions simply
encourages other nations buying or
receiving U.S. arms to use them with-
out the restraints we profess to impose
by law.

With regard to our bases, it is argued
that loss of the bases would impair our
ability to carry out our NATO respon-
sibilities and would deny the United
States the use of valuable intelligence
installations which serve our defense
needs. The ironty of this argument is that
Turkey does not need an embargo to jus-
tify depriving us of our bases. Any po-
litical excuse will do. What, for example,
is to prevent Turkey’s uttering the same
threat, should we refuse to continue pay-
ing them not to grow opium popries on
the ground that Turkey has violated its
part. of the bargain? Furthermore, if
we back down on the issue of the bases,
we are inviting other countries to hold
hostage 300 major U.S. bases overseas,
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The administration further attempts
to persuade us that the purpose of the
embargo, which has been in force for
5 months, has not been achieved. Its
intent is to influence Turkey to seek a
meaningful settlement of the Cyprus
situation and to encourage Turkey to
withdraw troops and U.S.-furnished de-
fense articles from the island. What this
argument does not take into considera-
tion is the fact that, since its inception,
the embargo has been undermined pub-
licly and privately by the Ford adminis-
tration. Six days after the embargo took
effect on February 5, the administration
had a resolution of repeal introduced
into the Congress. This action operated
as a clear signal to Turkey that foreign
policy was divided in this country and
that the embargo might be lifted. There-
fore, there was no need for Turkey to
seek a settlement with Greece. )

We are also accused of undermining
Turkey’s ability to fulfill its NATO re-
sponsibilities, thus weakening NATO’s
strength in the Mediterranean. This is
indeed a strange argument in light of
Turkey's contention that NATO and Cy-
prus are separate issues. So long as Tur-
key makes any progress on the Cyprus
issue contingent on our lifting the em-
bargo, Turkey itself is directly connect-
ing the two issues. Furthermore, should
Turkey gain the military assistance it
desires, what assurances does Greece
have of Turkey’s alleged willingness to
negotiate? The answer, Mr. Chairman,
is that there are no assurances what-
soever. On the contrary, Turkey’s ability
to wage war would be increased consid-
erably. Under these conditions, how, in
good conscience, can this Nation profess
to advocate peace on the one hand while
supplying the machinery of war with the
other? The logic of this position frankly
escapes me, Certainly, it deserves decisive
rejection by this body.

Only by making it as difficult as pos-
sible for the two sides to wage war can
we hope to see some negotiated settle-
ment rise out of the ashes of conflict.
Today, only Congress has the lawful
power to clarify U.S. policy in this con-
troversy. It is a challenge we cannot and
must not reject.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to conclude my
remarks by offering this thought: The
essence of politics may be compromise,
but principle must be at the heart of any
meaningful international order. The
nation which continually compromises
those principles it professes to hold dear
will one day find itself minus any prin-
ciples at all. A nation without principles
cannot hope to sustain its own existence,
much less lead other nations toward a
peaceful world order.

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, I risc
in support of S. 846 as amended by the
Committee on International Relations.

I speak as one who voted for the
Rosenthal amendment to the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1974 which embargoed
all shipments of U.S. military equipment
to Turkey.

I voted in favor of imposing the em-
bargo at that time for two reasons.

First, I firmly believe that recipient
countries should use U.S.-furnished mili-
tary supplies on'y for defensive purposes
and not for aggression. Clearly, in the
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case of the Turkish invasion of Cyprus,
American arms were used by Turkish
forces in an aggressive act. This action
by 'Turkey violated an agreement be-
{ween the United States and Turkey and,
had we contihued to furnish arms to
Turkey during the invasion, we would
have broken our own laws.

Second, I sincerely hoped and ex-
nected that the embargo would induce
the Turkish Government to enter into
procluctive negotiations with Greece and
the Governmeant of Cyprus for a peaceful
and equitable settlement of the conflict.

What has happened since the embargo
heczeme effective on February 5 this year?
In short, no progress has been achieved.
1o ihe contrary, the denial of military
supplies to Turkey has severely limited
our ability to promote a peaceful solu-
tion to the conflict. In place of negoti-
ations, the plight of the refugees on Cy-
prus has been prolonged, the southeast-
ern flank of NATO has been weakened,
and continued U.S. access to bases in
Turkey which are vital to our security is
endangered.

What, then, can the Congress do to re-
solvi: this impasse?

Irn. seeking possible legislative solutions
to the deadlock between Greece and Tur-
key over the Cyprus issue, three criteria
siould be met.

First, such legislation should not vio-
1ate our principles and laws by furnishing
milizary equipment which will be used,
without sanction, by the recipient coun-
try for aggressive purposes.

Second, it should not encourage other
countries to hlackmail us by holding U.S.
access to miiitary bases hostage to in-
flated and unreasonable demands for
military and economic assistance.

Third, it should be evenhanded with
respect to al. parties to the conflict.

Mr. Chairman, it is my judgment that
$.845, as amanded, meets these criteria
aad offers a reasonable chance fo move
negotiations forward.

With respect to the first criterion, I
would like to reemphasize those sanctions
in the bill azainst misuse of American
supplied equipment which the distin-
guisned chairman of the committee has
aiready cited. The partial relaxation of
tiie embargo will apply only if Turkey—

Does not break the cease-fire;

Dees not send more forces to Cyprus;
and

Does not send any more U.S. military
equipment to Cyprus.

If Turkey violates any one of these
vrovisions, the full embargo would bae
reimposed immediately.

With respect to the blackmail issue, it
siwould be recognized that the provisions
of S. 846 are 1ot based on a quid pro quo
of 17.8. milizary assistance to Turkey
solely in retwn for continued U.S. access
to bases there. Rather, the bill is based
or. o step-by-step approach which will
#ive Congress an opportunity to judge
{.1ture Turkish actions with regard to the
{!rprus issue

Finally. the bill is evenhanded in its
~iovisions. It recognizes that the United
Sitates has important security interests
izn Greece as well as in Turkey and it
provides for further assistance to the
rz2fugees on Cyprus.
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Mr. Chairman, in the interest of bring-
ing about peace on Cyprus, in the irnter-
est of the refugees, in the interest of
NATO, and in the interest of our own
national security, I urge that we tak: the
first step toward breaking the current
deadlock by adopting S. 846.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, in =ood
conscience, and after a very dificult
period of study and reflection, I cannot
support S. 846, a bill to provide fo- re-
sumption of shipments of arms from the
United States to Turkey.

I have listened carefully and lor.z to
the President, the Secretary of State and
other State Department officials, and I
cannot agree at all that the resums tion
of arms shipments to Turkey is ir the
best interests of the United States

Turkey has invaded Cyprus, and Tur-
key is in the process of consolidatin:: its
hold on 40 percent of that nation. The
refusal of the United States to ship :irms
to Turkey under these circumstances is
right and proper. Nothing has chang=4 in
my judgment, to warrant resumprion.
The State Department offers no assur-
ances that arms shipments are goir.z to
bring about a better climate for a t=go-
tiated settlement of the Cyprus situation.

It is wrong for the United States to
acquiese in or reward armed aggre:sion
by our friends or enemies. I regret mv in-
ability to support the President on this
measure, but there is no change ir the
situation.

Moreover, the climate for bending »ver
backwards to offer a gesture to Turkey
is clouded by that country’s decisicn to
resume its opium poppy crop. It wil! not
be long now before herion from that
crop enters American cities and the bod-
ies of thousands of our citizens. This
country worked hard for an agreenient
and appropriate payments to Turkey to
cease growing opium poppies. That
agreement stands broken, as does the
agreement that American military weap-
ons would not be used to support armed
aggression.

Under the circumstances, I se: nho
choice but to vote against this messure
before us today. To approve the restump-
tion of arms shipments to Turkey s to
signal other arms recipients that they
can ignore with impunity the agreeient
not to engage in wars of aggression with
American supplied weapons.

To support this measure is to opnonly
approve of the Turkish invation of Cy-
prus, and this I cannot do.

Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Chairman the
question of U.S. aid to Turkey whirh is
before us today requires close atter:tion
to the facts by every Member of <'on-
gress.

Turkey is a vital ally of the Ur.ited
States, and a strong member of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Her
modern army numbers 460,000, maxing
it second only to ours among the N1TO
nations.

As part of NATO. Turkey has :<on-
sistently supported American forezign
policy, and helped resirain the Com:mu-
nists in Europe. Her troops and gov:rn-
ment still participate in NATO, and sup-
port its goals. Turkey is the only n:ation
with a navy opposing the Soviets ir: the
Black Sea. :
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A strong American ally, Turkey has
allowed highly classified U.S. militarv
facilities on her soil with the inheren:
threat of a strike from the Soviet Union,
her bordering neighbor. Turkey has
steadfastly ignored Soviet protests and
pressures over these secret installations.

Greece is also a part of NATO, but has
withdrawn her forces from the organiza -
tion, and contemplates a total end to
her NATO involvement.

Late last year, Congress sought to re-
solve the impasse over the island of
Cyprus, which had been largely occupie:!
by Turkish troops seeking to protect the
minority Turkish Cypriots from controi
by the Greek colonels then in power. In
its zeal to bring about a speedr return
to Cypriot normaley, Corigress ordered
the unfortunate cutof of arms to
Turkey.

This cutoff extends to all arms; bound
for Turkey, including those duly pur-
chased by the Turkish Government. The
Turks must now pay storage fees to U.S
firms because they cannot ship the arms
and supplies out of the United States. It
must be clearly understood that these
goods, which are now impounded, wers
not grants in aid, but valid purchase:s
negotiated by the Turkish Governmens:
In gocd faith with U.S. firms.

Instead of increasing the opportunity
for peace, this action has led to wide-
spread discontent among the Turkish
people who have long withstood external
criticism and remained our firm allies
Now they see their ally leaving their
army without resupply requirements
under the aegis of “pressure for peace.”

The Turkish people recall Turkev
stood by us in Korea, and lokt manv
hundreds of their men in that war.

They recall Turkey never tried to force
us to leave Vietnam by withholding
their support for NATO or U.S. fucilities.

They recall Turkey has not atzempted
to extort outrageous sums in return. for
friendship and military bases.

What are they to think abeut their
friend, the United States?

There is no precedent for this situa-
tion, and the time to rectify this well in-
tendad, but most unwise condition, iz
upon us.

Mr. Chairman, I shall support the plan
of the Committee on International Re-
lations, and call upon my collezgues to
consider the contributions this solid allv
has made toward international securitv
and in favor of the mutual defense of
the NATO Alliance before making their
decision.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman. I vots
for this compromise reluctantly, but with:
the hope that it will generate a just solu-
tion between Greece and Turkey.

Up to this point, there have »een no
serious negotiations. The 100,060 refu-
gees are still in tents and livins under
dire circumstances. Their future is o:
grave concern to me.

I have had the privilege of recently
meeting with 12 of the most influential
Greek Americans in the congressiona
district. They may not all agree with my
position, but they suggested that T
should do what I think is in the bes:
interests of the United States. After
listening to President Ford and the ex-
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tensive debate on the floor of the House,
it-is my opinion that the U.S. bases in
Turkey are extremely important to the
strategic defense of the United States.
It is also clear these bases are in jeop-
ardy if some action is not taken.

Former President John F. Kennedy
once said:

The purpose of foreign policy is not to
provide an outlet for our own sentiments of
hope or indignation; it is to shape real
events in a real world.

I, therefore, with great hope, vote for
a conipromise which I hope will cause
reslistic and meaningful negotiations
- which will liberate the refugees and
settle the Cyprus situation as quickly as
possible. I believe it is the best way to
shape the very real events we face in the
real world, without losing sight of Amer-
ica’s long-range goals of humanitarian
and legal concern for the rights of Greek
citizens, peace in the area, and friendly
relations for the Umted States with both
nations.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, about this time last year, we wit-
nessed the brutal invasion of Cyprus by
Turkey—an act of aggression that has
resulted in the occupation of 40 percent
of Cyprus by Turkish troops, the crea-
tion of 200,000 refugees—about & third
of the island’s population—and the kill~
ing and wounding of thousands of inno-
cent people.

The death and destruction wrought
by the Turks on that small peaceful
island was carried out with American
arms and ammunition which were sup-
plied to Turkey for defensive purposes.

Turkey’s use of those weapons was 2
direct violation of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 and the Foreign Military
Sales Act which require immediate sus-
pension of aid to countries that use U.S.-
supplied arms for aggressive purposes.

After the Cyprus invasion last sum-
mer Congress gave the administration
time to execute the law, and after it
falled to do so, we voted to cut off all
military aid despite the intense opposi-
tion of the President, Secretary Kissin-
ger and others in the administration.

Since the arms embargo became effec~
tive, Members of Congress have urged
the administration to seek a negotiated
settlement on Cyprus, but these requests
have gone unheard. Instead of trying To
. negotiate a settlement with Turkey, it
seems the administration has directed
its efforts to reverse the arms embargo
enacted by Congress. Had the adminis-
tration concentrated on pressing the
Turks for a settlement rather than at-
tacking the Congress, we may have had
a settlement on the issue by now. But
the administration’s action has only
made the Turks more stubborn.

For us to reverse our decision, as the
administration proposes, would be a vio-
lation of one of the basic principles of
our foreign policy—that U.S. weapons
are supplied to other countries for defen-
sive, not aggressive, purposes. If this
body reinstates military aid to Turkey,
which I pray it does not, we will have
compromised our own deep rooted prin-
ciples and set a dangerous precedent in
the eyes of the world.
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I urge my colleagues from both sides
of the aisle to vote against resumption
of ‘military aid to Turkey until a reason-
able settlement is reached between Tur-
key and Cyprus.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, one of the most difficult posi-
tions a nation can face In foreign policy
arises when two of its allles suddenly
engage in conflict. This is the situation
the United States faces on the island of
Cyprus.

We are asked today to resume mili-
tary aid to Turkey, while that nation
still refuses to withdraw from Cypriot
territory. I believe the history of this
eplsode leaves us with little choice over
which path to take.

At this time, I believe it would be a
grave mistake to supply the Turkish
Army with additional U.S. weapons.

Slightly over a year ago, Turkish
forces invaded the island of Cyprus fol-
lowing the overthrow of the Cypriot gov~
ernment, ostensibly to protect Turkish
Cypriots from the revolutionary junta
which had seized power. As a result of
those events, the junta failed. to main-
tain control of the government.

The Greek CGovernment renounced the
efforts of some extremists o take over
Cyprus, and requested that the Turkish
Army leave the island.. Instead, those
forces expanded their control and re-
fused to leave.

Now, a year later, the Turkish Gov-
ernment still maintains its military pres-
ence in Cyprus. Huge portions of the
island’s population, both Greek and
Turkish, have been forced to live as refu-
gees, unable to return to their homes.

Turkey, in attacking a fellow ally of
the United States with arms supplied
by the United States, violated the agree-
ments under which such military aid is
made available. Thus, we had little al~
ternative but to cease our military as-
sistance to Turkey until that nation
agreed to leave Cyprus in peace.

Turkey got away with threatening
Greece, and with dominating the de-~
fenseless island of Cyprus. Apparently
these successes emboldened that nation,
because they are now trying to use the
same tactics against the United States.

Instead of promises of a settlement
on Cyprus, Turkey has responded by
threatening to close down U.S. military
bases in her territories.

Instead of peaceful withdrawal, Tur-

key has violated an earlier agreement

with our Government and resumed the
cultivation of opium poppies—the fruit
of which will inevitably wind up In the
streets of our cities, adding further to
our own problems in drug control,

Instead of trying to heal the wounds
caused by the unfortunate events of last
year, Turkey has apparently decided to
maintain its militant posture, and
threatens to end its alliance with the
United States unless we resume mili-
tary aid.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot bow to
threats, even from our own allies,

The bill before us today has been
touted as a “compromise measure” by
the State Department. Is it a eompro-
mise between Greek and Turkish in-
terests? I think not.
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This measure is a compromise only in
the sense that it appears to be the only
way the administration can gain its de-
sire to rearm a nation that has violated
its agreements with the United States—
and has shown no Intention of ending
those violations.

This is no longer a ‘“Greek ‘against
Turk” issue. .

It is not something just opposed by
the “Greek Lobby,” whatever that is.

The only thing that is compromised
by this bill is the integrity and strength
of will of the Government of the United
States.

And for those reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to oppose S. 846. Supplying
weapons to Turkey will not bring that
nation to the conference table—and
that is where this dispute must he
settled.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I stated
my views and opposition to this resolu-
tion when it was before the Rules Com-
mittee and I voted against reporting it
out of the Rules Committee day before
yvesterday, the 22d. I think it is hurtful
to the prestige -and contrary to the in-
terest of the United States to adopt this
resolution lifting the arms embargo
against Turkey.

That embargo imposed a few months
ago was required by the admitted fact
that the Turks sent to Cyprus and used
in aggressive action their arms, weap-
ons, and instruments of war which had
been furnished to Turkey by the United
States for use in the discharge of its
functions as 2 member of NATO, in vio-
lation of the military sales law which
forbade the use of such instruments of
war except for the purpose for which
they were delivered, namely, in further-
ance of Turkish obligations under

NATO. Those facts remain the facts to-. -

day. Nothing has changed those facts.
If the indirect effect intended by the
embargo when it was imposed was to
induce Turkey to come to some recon-
ciliation in respect to the dispute be-
tween the Greeks and Turks of the
Island of Cyprus and the Greek Govern-
ment and the Turkish Government, then
no progress has been made toward the
settlement of that dispute. Turkey has
done absolutely nothing toward reach-
ing a peaceful settlement of the dispute.
The Turks occupied Cyprus using Amer-
ican instruments of war furnished to her
as a NATO power only, pressed on into
the Isle of Cyprus until it occupied 40
percent of that island—the best part of
the island economically. In doing so it
dispossessed 200,000 refugees of their
homes. They are still dispossessed—still
not allowed to return to their homes.
So what is the justification for asking
us to lift the embargo. Do the Turks ask
us to allow them to be an exception to
the Military Sales Law and to be per-
mitted to use the weapons which we fur-
nish for NATO purposes for any pur-
poses for which they may wish to use
them—aggressive or otherwise. If they be
such an exception, will all the other
countries who are subject to the prohibi~
tion of the same law ask us that they
respectively be made a similar exception.
Remember that we sell about $9 billion

) worth of arms a year and we sell to a
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great many purchasers. To make this ex-
ception woulc destroy the wise prohibi-
tion in the military sales law.

The only other reason given for this
resolution is shat the Turks have indi-
cated that if ‘we do not lift the embargo
they may take away from us the bases—
two of which are important—which we
have in Turkey which serve the purposes
of NATO, enabling us to gain valuable
information about military activities of
the Russians. But Turkey is a member
of NATO and the function of those two
bases is important to the security of Tur-
key—even more important—than it is to
the security of the United States. More-
over, Dr. Kissinger made recently what
was considered a very timely statement
in Atlanta when he said any nation that
did not want {0 have an agreement with
1us was at liberty not to have such an
agreement—that if our agreement with
them did not serve their interest as well
as ours and they wanted to terminate it
they could do so. Now, Dr. Kissinger
seems to be retreating from his' brave
and vroper position and making this
zreat country yield a matter of law and,
I think, a marster of honor, to the pres-
sure 'Turkey iz now imposing—a threat
{o take away some of their bases which
we use with them for NATO purposes.

{ want to make it clear, Mr. Chairman,
those of us who oppose this resolution are
not antagonisiic toward Turkey. We do
not approve of all the Turks have done or
are doing but they are strong, brave peo-
ple. They are a good ally for us to have,
especially strategically located as they
are. I3ut they have no right to ask of us
what others similarly situated would
have no right to ask. Those of us who
oppose this resolution are standing firmly
by two principles:

First. Respect for the provisions of the
military sales law.

Second. That the United States should
not under threat from a nation with
whom it has an agreement respecting the
mutual security of that country and our-
selves, ignore clear violations of our law,
a just and wise law, by that country.

S0, Mr. Chairman, believing that it is
the right course to pursue as a matter of
conscience and in the interest of the
United States, I shall vote against this
resolution anc hope it will not be ap-
proved by this House.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
wiil support S. 846, the compromise
measture to reiease a limifed amount of
military equipment to Turkey in accord-
ance with earlier agreements between
that country and the United States. I do
50 no: out of any desire to show favorit-
ism {o one ally of our country over
another. In fact, I feel that it is impera-
tive for the United States to be even-
handed in its conduct of foreign policy
with respect to nations with whom we
are friendly or allied.

This bill represents an attempt to dem-
onstrate that kind of balanced approach
to the unfortunate and emoticnally
charged situation which has produced
such discord among Mediterranean
nations. It is a reasonable piece of leg-
islation dealing with a complex sit-
uation at a difficult time, designed to
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demonstrate to both Turkey and Greoece
that the United States does not wish to
take sides in disputes between these
countries or to take actions which will
work to the advantage of one country or
to the detriment of another. S. 846 pro-
vides for the delivery to Turkey of arms
which were contracted for prior to the
embargo which began in February of
1975, most of which have already bLeen
paid for. It proposes new military and
economic assistance to Greece and addi-
tional humanitarian aid to Cyprus.

What this bill does not do is autheorize
new military assistance to Turkey with-
out further congressional action. This
provision is a particularly sensible one
since it will give the United States time
to evaluate the Turkish reaction to the
lifting of our February embargo and to
further examine the attitudes of all par-
ties to the Cyprus difficulties. It also
shows Turkey that by lifting our em-
bargo, the Congress is not giving that
country a green light to use these arms
in any manner it wishes nor to act con-
trary to the interests of peace-and recon-
ciliation in the Mediterranean.

It is in the best interests of all coun-
tries involved in this difficult situaiion
to take positive steps toward a peaceful,
lasting solution to the Cyprus dispute.
An evenhanded U.S. policy toward the
principal antagonists, Turkey and
Greece, is particularlv necessary, not
only for a resolution of this particular
disagreement, but also for the strengih-
ening of the NATO alliance and the se-
curity of the free world by maintairing
U.8. access to very important military
bases.

Finally, and not least of all, this bill
preserves the integrity of congressicnal
action to oversee an ally’s use of U.S.-
supplied arms, a principle for which I
have spoken in the past. On October 15,
1974, when the House considered Prasi-
dent Ford’s veto of House Joint Resclu-
tion 1131 which mandated an immediate
cutoff of military aid to Turkey, I of-
fered the following remarks as part of
my justification for voting to uphold the
veto:

While I firmly believe that the Congress
should reassert its constitutional responsi-
bility in the making of overall foreign policy,
much of which has beer abdicated to the
Executive in recent years, I do not wish to see
us overreact in the opposite dirsction—ihat
of Congress dictating absolute terms for ne-
gotiating foreign policy to the Executive.

It is clear from the experience of the
past 6 months that the arms cutoff which
was intended to influence Turkey in the
Cyprus negotiations had no such results.
Thus, it is my concern that if we fail to
pass this legislation, we will not only
continue to harm Cyprus, but will pose
grave risks to the security and stability
of the entire eastern Mediterranean.

I urge my colleagues to support S. £46.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I do ot
intend to lengthen the debate at this
point by going into great detail on she
nature of the Cyprus problem, its genesis,
who is responsible for it and other such
questions. These are primarily for his-
torians and students of international re-
lations. What is important now is the
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answer to the problem, and it is toward
a viable solution that our efforts must
be directed. I do not have that solution,
and I doubt that any of my colleagues
here have it either. Nor should we have
it. Any credible and lasting resolution of
the situation on Cyprus can only be one
developed and agreed to by those in-
volved-—Greece and Turkey and Greek
and Turkish Cypriots. It is possible to
say with certainty, however, that any
solution will inevitably be a compromise.
Partisans of both sides in this country
should also keep this in mind. Compro~
mise invariably lies somewhere ketween
extremes, and while American policy
must be that of justice, it must also be
that of peace and compromise, 2 policy
which is neither vengeful nor judg-
mental.

The question for us today is what
policy will help achieve compromise and
pedce. It is my judgment at this point,
that removing the embargo will not help
to accomplish that objective. On the con-
trary, it will serve to justifv and sustain
all that has happened in the past year,
and it will harden the Turkish resolve
to impose their own solution on the is-
land rather than to seek to negotiate
one,

The administration has suggest-d that
a lifting of the embargo will produce a
conciliatory response in Turkey which
will unfreeze the situation and lead to
a satisfactory resolution. The adminis-
tration’s suggestions, however, must be
based on firmer evidence to be convine-
ing. Moreover, the fact remains—and
this has never been refuted—the law
was broken. Further, it is still being
broken, as Turkey continues its use of
American-supplied weapons on Cyprus.
Not only was the law broken, but an
American response was withheld for some
6 months, more than enough time for
conciliation had anyone wished to try
that approach. At this point I believe it
appropriate that the intial gesturas come
from Turkey. Once made, I am confident
that the Congress will reciprocate with
a lifting of the embargo. It view of the
legal aspects of this question, I belleve
this would be a more appropriate course
of events and one which would more ef-
fectively insure that negotiations would
take rlace and that a compromise would
oeecur

Mr. MAGUIRE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to restoring arms aid to
Turkey.

A little over 1 year ago, tragedy struck
the island of Cyprus. Today that tragedy
continues. There are nearly 200,000 refu-
gees on the island and the Cypriot econ-
omy lies in ruin. Forty percent of the is-
land remains occupied by the military
forces of Turkey. We have seen no prog-
ress in negotiations. Against this back-
ground President Ford is now asking us
to resume arms support to Turkey. What
Mr. Ford should instead be asking for is
more ald to alleviate the human suifering
being endured by so many on Cyprus, to-
gether with assurances from Turkeyv as to
what positive steps Turkey is prepared
to take to resolve equitably and satisfac-
torily the Cyprus issue. }

Mr. Chairman, there is yet another is-
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sue at stake here today. In enacting the
Toreign Assistance Act and the Forelgn
Military Sales Act, Congress prohibited

_arms provided to a foreign nation, cither

by grant or direct sale, from being used
for purposes of aggression. Turkey vio-
lated the. terms of our agreements with
them and the Congress-responded prop-
erly by placing an embargo on arms ship-
ments to Turkey. We must not today
abandon the principles embodied in these
laws and -agreements by reversing our
policy on the embargo on shipments of
weapons to Turkey in the absence of any
conciliatory move on Turkey’s part.

Should Congress choose not to con-
tinue the embargo, the consequences
could be serious, both for Cyprus and for
national and international security. Bil-
lions of dollars worth of arms are dis-
tributed each year by our country. Any
present or future restrictions on the use
of this materiel would be rendered all but
meaningless. It is imperative that other
nations recognize that violations of the
terms by which the arms were provided
are intolerable and carry the gravest of
conseguences.

The eastern Mediterranean has he-
come a potential flash point of interna-
tional tension, threatening both the peo-
ples of the region and the world at large.
This is further exacerbated by the vola-
tile situation in the Middle East. For
these reasons, coupled with Turkey’s vio-
lation of law regarding use of our arms
and the apparent lack of any positive ef-
forts on Turkey’s part to seek a peaceful,
negotiated solution to the Cyprus prob-
lem, I regard renewed arms aid to Turkey
as contrary to the national interest.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, it is only
after real soul searching that I have de-
cided to vote for S. 846 and I will do so
because on balance I believe the ap-
proach it takes i§ in the best interests of
the United States.

Let me say that I cast this vote with
reluctance because of my deep personal
bond of friendship for many in my com-
munity who strongly and urgently take
the opposite view, with reservations be-
cause I cannot say with certainty-—any
more than any one else can-—that future
events will bear out my perception of the
national interest.

In all truth, there is no assurance that
a partial lifting of the arms ban against
Turkey will promote positive negotia-
tions for a prompt and equitable settle-
ment of the Cyprus issue, Nor is-there any
assurance that a continuation of the ban
will help achieve this end. Events of the
last 5 months would seem to offer evi-
dence to the contrary. Faced with the
uncertainties of both of these policy al-
ternatives, my judgment is that a par-
tial lifting of the ban—under very re-
strictive conditions——offers the best hope
of prompting a just settlement of the
cruel and dangerous situation on Cyprus.

But this 1s not the only issue involved.
Just as France and Greece itself have
acted to sharply curtail their participa-
tion in NATO, so Turkey is threatening
to reduce their NATO commitment and
to insist on the removal of key U.S. In-
telligence facilities from their key loca-
tions in Turkey across from the Soviet
border.
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The security of the United States 1s
very much involved here--as, Indeed, are
the securlty of Greece, Turkey and Cy-
prus. The southern flank of NATO is of
enormous strategle importance which
cannot be discounted, regardless of our
disposition toward one or the other of the
allies who occupy this area. Our primary
responsibility must be to assure the se-
curity of the United States and the other
nations which comprise this vital defense
organization. - -

Mr. Chairman, I voted for the Im-
position of the arms embargo againgt
Turkey because I was offended and out-
raged by the precipitate military invasion
of Cyprus by Turkey following the over-
throw of the Cyriot Government at the
instigation of the then Greek dictator-
ship. I do not now favor a complete Lift~
ing of this embargo-—only a Very limited
resumption of arms purchased and
largely paid for by Turkey prior to
February 5, 1975. And I favor this limited
resumption only with the certain knowl-
edge that in less than 90 days the Con-
gress will have a full opportunity, when
the Military Sales Act is before us, to re-
view developments, particularly the
status of negotiations with respect to
Cyprus.

Again, Mr. Chairman, this is perhaps
the most difficult voté that I have cast
since coming to Congress more than
20 years ago. But I must vote my con-
science on the basis of my perception
of the national interest, on the basis of
bringing relief to the 180,000 refugees on

Cyprus and restoring stability there, and.

on the basis of preventing complete dis-
integration in the relationship hetween
Greece and Turkey.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Chairman, as
the House prepares to decide whether or
not to lift the embargo on military sales
to Turkey, a fundamental point of U.S.
foreign policy necessarily comes into
question. In both the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 and, more recently, the For-
eign Military Sales Act, the Congress has
clearly provided that the sale of U.S.
arms to foreign nations is contingent
upon their use for defensive purposes
only. The language of these laws is quite
explicit; the Military Sales Act states
that—

Defense articles and defense services shall
be sold . . . solely for inlernal securlty, for
legitimate self-defense, to permit the recip-
ient country to participate in regional or
collective arrangements or measures con-
sistent with the Charter of the United Na-
tions. . . .

The question thus raised is, will the
United States now simply accept Tur-
key’s blatent violation of cur restrictions
on the use of our arms, or will we refuse
to resume this cooperation with that
country until such time as the provisions
of the agreement are respected?

The actions of the 30,000 Turkish
troops now occupying Cyprus, carried
out through the use of plentiful Ameri-
can equipment, are hardly worthy of our
support. The economy of the island is

.being destroyed, as the Turkish-con-

trolled northern sector, which com-
prises 40 percent of the total land mass
of Cyprus and includes 65 percent of the
cultivable, produced 80 percent of the
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island’s . industrial and farm products
and accounted for T0 percent of the
gross natlonal product. Vandalism,
murder, rape, and forture have become
commonplace, while 180,000 Greek
Cypriots have been made refugees. The
Turks continue to exile Greeks from
the land gained in last year’s invasion,
replacing them with their own people.
Terrorism and the destruction of a way
of life have resulted because U.S. arms
were used for offensive purposes instead

of “legitimate self-defense.” If we now

accept this violation of our laws and
allow Turkey to complete her purchases
of American arms, we will set a dan-
gerous precedent for our foreign mili-
tary sales throughout the world.
Supporters of the bill to end the em-
baigo, H.R. 8454, have voiced their con-
cern that by continuing our present pol-
icy we may alienate Turkey, weaken-
ing NATO and threatening agreements
governing U.S. bases in that nafion.
What is being overlooked in the face o
Turkish threats about these installa-
tions, is the importance of Greece in
NATO and our bases, especially at
Souda Bay in Crete, upon which the
operations of the 6th Fleet depend.
Greece has proved herself a valuable
ally in the past, and deserves the same
consideration as accorded Turkey; giving
Turkey a free hand in the use of Amer-

_ican war materials is clearly not in the

best Interests of Greece. We must he
careful not to weaken our alliance with
Greece in an overzealous effort to
please Turkey. Both nations are essen-
tial to an effective NATO alliance.

The occupation of Cyprus by Turkish
force and the atrocities being commit-
ted against the Greek Cypriots must
end before we can consider resuming
military sales to Turkey. Only through
such a firm stand can we be sure that
recipients of American arms will not
be so fast to ignore U.S. restrictions in
the future. At this point in the REkc-
corp I include the following:

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 15,
1975}
TIRST. ANNIVERSARY OF THE TURKISH
INVASION

Mr. HeLsToskIr, Mr. Speaker, July 20,
1975, 'will mark the first anniversary of the
Turkish invasion of Cyprus. A full year has
passed and the crisis in the eastern Medi-
terranean still lingers on. Suppressed under
a Turkish occupation force that controls
nearly half of the island, Cyprus is sbill
capable of touching off a war between
Greece and Turkey. .

Since the invasion, brutal atrocities aimed
at the Greek Cypriots have occurred
throughout the island. The Turks have re-
peatedly inflicted immeasurable suffering on
these citizens to the point of being able to
make a reasonable comparison with the sav-
age and violent inhumane crimes of the Sec-
and World War. Thelr takeover has affected
all aspects of the Cypriots’ lives from the
economic stability of the istand to the edu-

.eatlon of both high school and elementary

students. Vandalism, rape, ‘torture, and
murder are among the tales of horror that
occur each day as the heavily armed Turke
move through Greek Cypriot mountain vil-
lages.

1 have strongly opposed the aggressive ac-
tion and unjustifiable behavior of the Turk=
ish Government and occupying forces. I
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wherefore eall upon my colleagues In Con-
Zresi- o Oppose all measures that will 1ft
the ban on U.S. military assistance to Tugr-
key until suwch time as Turkish forcea are
witbdrawn from Cyprus and there is a ne-
sotlated settlement by both Greek and
Turkish Cypriots.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
1ava decided to vote against this reso-
futicn lifting the embargo on eur mili-
tary sales and aid to Turkey after much
aosul searching, ’

What most persuaded me was concern
»bout undermining the Caramilis gov-
crnment in Greece. It seems to me the
sdministration has acted very badly and
against the U.8. interests in Greece over
the recent past. We instantaneously rec-
ouznised the Greek military junta and
continued actions which boosted their
autkenticity despite- continued repres-
sive actions on their part against the
Greek people We stood by in incredible
silence as the Greek junta attempted to
overthrow the Cyprus Government and
assassinate Archbishop Makarios. Then,
upor. the failare of that plot and resto-
raticn of democratic government in
Cireecce, we tin our backs on the Greeks,
do nothing to assist a resolution of the
desperate situation of the Greek refu-
gees on Cyprus, and now proposed to re-
sume military aid to Turkey despite the
fact that the Turks have neither made
nor promised any progress on Cyprus
negotiations. I greaty feared that pas-
sage of this resolution might endanger
the Greek democratic regime.

Also, I have a great distaste for yield-
ing to Turkist. blackmail efforts, threat-
ening to kick us out of our military bases
in Turkey if we did not resume aid with-
out conditions. Yielding to these threats
would have provoked similar threats
throughout ths world.

Lastly, resuming military aid to Tur-
ey without aay Turkish concessions on
Cyprus would serve to undermine the
credibility of the important conditions
we attach to our sales of military equip-
ment around the world. If we let Turkey
off with just a slap on the wrist, no other
country would take these limitations se-
riously.

I was singularly unimpressed by the
national security arguments put forward
by Secretary of Defense Schlessinger and
felt he once again badly misled us. Cer-
tainly his claim that we need a military
installation on the Bosporus Canal to
e able to tell what Russian ships are
passing through and what they are car-
rying is ludicrcus. I have been there. The
Bosporus is- so narrow that anyone
can make these identifications from the
shore without the necessity for any for-
mal facility. Similarly, the other instal-
lations he described as essential defy
credibility. Though they may be more
convenient, the satellite pictures I have
seen, s0 sharp you can read licensé plates
on automobiles, certainly can provide the
intelligence we need. and I understand
there are other land-based facilities that
can be used as well. This argument also
neglects the importance of our Greek
military installations that might have
been jeopardized had vre resumed arms
to Turkey.

Indeed, one persuasive factor in mak-
ing my decision was the lack of candor
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with which I felt we were treated by
both Secretary Schlesinger and Secrztary
Kissinger on this subject.

In the last analysis, the Turks clearly
violated the conditions of our provisions
of arms to them. They invaded and oc-
cupied 40 percent of Cyprus using our
weapons illegally and have grossly abused
the Greek Cypriots since their occupa-
tion. They have been totally intransigent
about settling the Cyprus dispute on any
reasonable and acceptable basis. Under
these conditions, and subject to the un-
conscionable threats to which they nave
subjected us, I just do not see adequate
reason to reward this conduct in any
way.

Furthermore, the relief offered in or-
der to persuade the Turks to negotiate
was totally open-ended in this legisla-
tion. Cash and credit sales were to be re-
sumed without limit, the latter only sub-
ject to veto if in that act we wer: to
decide to impose another embargo. This,
it seems to me, represents serious over-
reaching by the administration, which
appears in all cases to prefer peddling
arms to any other diplomatic considera-
tion. Indeed, our whole foreign policy
seems based on provision of arms snd
nuclear sabre rattling, a matter which
deeply disturbs me.

All in all, this seems to me to te a
bill too fraught with inadequacies and
dangers to be worthy of support on the
outside chance it might induce Turkey
to move toward meaningful Cyprus ile-
gotiations.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I voted
on each of the occasions when the matter
was before us previously to place ’a ban
upon the sale of further military imsle-
ments to the Government of Turkey. I
did this because I felt very strongly that
the Government of Turkey, under its
previous administration, had clearly vio-
lated the terms of our military agreement
by invading Cyprus.

While it unquestionably can be argued
that the previous Government of Gre:=ce,
under the military junta, also had vio-
lated these agreements by its invasion of
Cyprus. this did not in my opinion justify
our simply abandoning our long-standing
policy of insisting that U.S.-suppiied
military equipment be used only for de-
fensive purposes. This is the Very cormier-
stone of our policy.

Subsequent events and the very urgsnt
pleading of both the President and the
Secretary of State have caused me to
examine the present bill very carefully,
and I believe it now may be timely to
permit the [imited and tentative resump-
tion of our agreement with Turkey based
upon the assurances and guarantees coil-
tainéd in this bill

Since both Greece and Turkey have
undergone changes in their governing
administrations since the outbreak of
hostilities on Cyprus, and since a setile-
ment of the Cyprus dispute obviously has
not been assisted by the hostile attitude
which has developed between the Unized
States and Turkey, I think it possihle

that a tentative relaxation of our total

embargo conceivably might be productive
of a peaceful settlement. Clearly cur
President and the Secretary of State be-
lieve that it could be.
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Al the same time, T want to make it
absolutely clear that I am voung for
this legislation only upon the guarantee:
contained in sections 2 and 3 of the bill
before us.

Specifically, I am relying upon the ab-
solute compliance with the language be-
ginning on line 15 of page 2, as follows

Provided, That such authorization shali
be effective only while Turkey shal: observa
the ceasefire and shall neither increase it.:
forces on Cyprus nor transfer to Cyprus any
United States supplied implements of war

Further, in connection with anv Presi-
dential suspension of future embargoe:.
I am relying absolutely upon the clear
brovision contained in section 3. which:
appears in the bill beginning on Line 17
on Page 4, to wit:

Any such suspension shall be sffective
only while Turkey shall observe ths cease-
fire and shall neither increase its forces on
Cyprus nor transfer to Cyprus any United
States supplied arms, ammunition, and im-
plements of war.

I want to make it clear that if the
present Government of Turkey should
fail in any degree to abide by these
clear and ambiguous conditions. I shall
vote to reinstitute the absolute ban upon
the shipment of any goods to tha: coun-
try when the Military Assistarce Ack
comes before us for renewal within the
next few months.

My decision to support his tentative
and partial lifting of the absolute em-
barge at this time is influenced by the
pleading of President Ford and Secre-
tary Kissinger and their insisten: belief
that to do so is in the military interest
of the United States and in the main-
tenance of vital U.S. defense irnstalla-
tions in Turkey which presently provide
our only means of monitoring Soviet
compliance with the SALT agreements.

Since the hostilities of last year, both
Greece and Turkey have new govern-
ments. Perhaps it is timely to let them
both hegin with fresh slates and a fresh
opportunity to make peace on Cyprus,
unimpeded by our understandable dis-
pleasure over actions of their predecessor
governments.

But this willingness to give the new
administration in Turkey au opportunity
to demonstrate its good faith in nego-
tiating an acceptable settlement on the
Island of Cyprus and in a cessation of
its aggressive activities on that island
emphatically does not and should not
justify us to surrender the basiz and
fundamental principal that military
weapons and equipment purchased from
this country must not be used for ag-
gressive military adventurism or for of-
fensive attacks on one’s neighbors.

If these agreements are to any degree
violated in the future, I shall have no
hesitation whatever in voting to reim-
pose the ban.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the Clerk wiil now
read the amendment in the natur> of a
substitute printed in the bill as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, ‘That the Congress
reafirms the policy of the United States to
seek to improve and harmonize relations
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among the allles of the United States and
between the United States and its allles, in
the interest of mutual defense and national
security. In particular, the Congress recog-
nizes the. special contribution to the North
Atlantic Alllance of Greece and Turkey by
virtue of their geographic position on the
southeastern flank of Europe and is prepared
to assist in the modernization and strength-
ening of their respective armed forces.

The Congress further reafirms the policy
of the United States to alleviate the suffering
of refugees and other victims of armed con-
flict and to foster and promote International
efforts to ameliorate the conditions which
prevent such persons from resuming normal
and productive lives. The Congress, there-
fore, calls upon the President to encourage
and to cooperate in the implementation of
multilateral programs, under the auspices of
the Secretary General of the United Nations,
the United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees or other approprlate international
agencies, for the relief of and assistance to
refugees and other persons disadvantaged by
the hostilities on Cyprus. .

Sec. 2. (a) In order that the purposes of
this Act may be carrled out without awalting
the enactment of foreign assistance legisla-
tion for fiscal year 1976 programs—

(1) the President is authorlzed, nothwith-
standing any other provision of law, to fur-
nish to the Government of Turkey those de-
fense articles and defense services with re-
spect to which contracts of sale were signed
under section 21 or section 22 of the Foreign
Military Sales Act on or before February 5,
1975, and to issue licenses for the trans-
portation to the Government of Turkey of
arms, ammunition, and implements of wax
(including technical data relating thereto) :
Provided, That such authorization shall be
effective only while Turkey shall observe the
cease-fire and shall neither increase its forces
on Cyprus nor transfer to Cyprus any United
States supplied implements of war; and

(2) the President 1s requested to initiate
. discussions with the Government of Greece
to determine the most urgent needs of Greece
for economic and military assistance.

(b) The President is directed to submit to
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
and to the Forelgn Relations and Appropria-
tions Committees of the Senate within sixty
days after the enactment of this Act a report
on discussions conducted under subsection
(a) (2), together with his recommendations
for economic and military assistance to
Greece for the fiseal year 1976.

Sec. 8. (a) Section 620(x) of the Forelgn
Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by strik-
ing out all after the word “Provided,” and
inserting in lleu thereof the following: “That
the President is authorized to suspend the
provislons of this section and of section 3(c)
of the Forelgn Military Sales Act only with
respect to sales, credits, and guaranties under
the Foreign Military Sales Act, as amended,
for the procurement of such defense articles
and defense services as the President deter-
mines and certifies to the Congress are nec-
essary in order to enable Turkey -to fualfill
her defense responsibilities as a member of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Any
such suspension shall be effective only while
Turkey shall observe the cease-fire and shall
nelther increase its forces on Cyprus nor
transfer to Cyprus any United States sup-
plied arms, ammunition, and implements of
war.”.

(b) Section 620(x) of the Foreign Assis-
tance Act of 1961 is further amended by
designating the present subsection as para-
graph (1) and by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

“(2) The President shall submit to the
Congress within sixty days after the enact-
ment of this paragraph, and at the end of
each succeeding sixty-day period, a report
on progress made during such period toward

the concluslon of a negotlated solution of
the Cyprus conflict.”.

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as suthorlzing (1) military assistance
to Turkey under chapter 2 of part IL of the
Foreign Assistahce Act of 1961, or (2) sales,
credits, or guaranties to or on behalf of Tur-
key under the Foreign Military Sales Act for
the procurement of defense articles or de-
fense services not determined by the Presl-
dent to be needed for the fulflllment of
Turkey’s North Atlantic Treaty Organization
responsibilities.

(d) This section shal becoms effective only
upon enactment of forelgn assistance legisla-
tlon authorizing sales, credits, and guaranties
under the Foreign Military Sales Act for fiscal
year 1976.

Mr. MORGAN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent

that the committee amendment in the

nature of a substitute be considered as
read, printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BUCHANAN

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BUCHANAN:
Page 3, line 3, immediately before the period
insert “pending a final settlement of the
Cyprus refugee situation in the spirit of Se-
curity Council Resolution 361",

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
think this amendment simply clarifies
the intent of the committee. I hope it can
receive the approval of those on both
sides of this issue In that it simply un-
derlines our support of the Cyprus refu-
gees and makes reference to the Security
Council Resolution 361, which was
passed on the 30th of August 1974 in
their support.

The heart of this resolution is this:

1, Expresses its appreciation to the Secre-
tary General for the part he has played In
bringing abous talks of leaders of the two
communities In Cyprus,

2. Warmly welcomes this development and
calls upon those concerned therein to pursue
the talks actively with the help of the Secre-
tary General and in the Interest of the
Cyprlot people s a whole. :

3. Calls upon-all parties to do everything
in their power to alleviate human suffering,
to ensure the restoration of fundamental hu-
mean rights for every person and to refrain
from all actions likely to aggravate the situ-
ation.

4, Expresses its grave concern at the plight
of the refugees and other persons displaced
as o result of the situation in Cyprus and
urges the parties- concerned, in conjunction
with the Secretary General, to search for
peaceful solutions of the problems of refu-
gees and take appropriate measures to pro-
vide for thelr relief and welfare and to per-
mit, persons who wish to do so to return to
their homes In safety.

5. Requests the Secretary General to sub-
mit at the earliest possible opportunity a
full report on. the situation of the refugees
and other persons referred to in Paragraph 4
of this resolution and decides to keep that
situation uunder constant review,

6. Further requests the Secretary General
to continue to provide emergency U.N. hu-
manitarian assistance to all parts of the
population of the island in need of such as-
sistance.

7. Calls upon a1l partles, as a demonstra-
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tion of good faith, to take both Individually
and in cooperation with each other, all steps
which may promote comprehensive and suc-
cessiul negotiations.

8. Relterates its call to all parties to co-
operate fully with UNICYP In carrying out
this task.

9. Expresses conviction that the speedy
implimentation of the provisions of this
resolution will sssist in the achievement of
a substantial settlement In Cyprus.

Mr. Chairman, we agreed In the com-
mittee to this section concerning the
refugees on Cyprus to indicate our Gov-
ernment’s concern for them; but I would
add these words to underline that we
do not consider this a final solution. We
do consider this something that must be
addressed in the negotiations. It is simply
an underlining of our support of the
rights of the Cyprus refugees and I be-
lieve fulfills the intent of the committee
which it can be important if this legisla-
tion does pass.

Mr. BIESTER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

(Mr. BIESTER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the gentleman’s amendment. I think
it is a clarification of the committee’s
intent. In emphasizing the plight of the
refugees the gentleman points to the
most serious human problem in this en-
tire matter.

[Mr. BIESTER further addressed the
Committee. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Remarks.]

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I had
read the gentleman’s amendment earlier
today. I have no serious objection to it,
because I agree with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Biester) that it re-
flects the committee’s intent. I am for
these refugees returning to their homes
and a seftlement on Cyprus.

Mr. Chairman, the majority side has
no objection to the amendment.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, we
also have reviewed the amendment. We
think it improves the legislation and is
consistent with our original objectives
in this bill,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BUCHANAN) .

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

(Mr, BIAGGI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, we are
coming close to the moment of truth, to
a difficult decision for most; easy for
some. But, I would be remiss if, at this
point, I did not bring to the attention of
the committee that the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MORGAN) was responsible for
the passage of the $25 million appropria-
tion for refugee relief which I introduced
as an amendment earlier in the year. For
without his support this amendment :
would not have passed. I understand the !
difficulty of his position, and I respect it.
However, at that point we part.
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Mr. Chairman, I have listened to the
entire debate this afternoon and I, like
alhers, have pondered over the merits of
ihe relative positions. I resented in some
measure the iraplication that a lobby was
«istasteful, that a lobby was something
tn be avoided We live in the midst of
isbbies every minute of the day. This
tirne, it is different because it happens
0 be of Greek ancestry. Yet, we were
conspicuously silent in the acknowledg-
ment that we did have those of Turkish
ancestry lobbying equally as vigorously.

et me tell the Members about the
diiference. Each of them believed that
they were right. In my judgment and in
the judgment concurred In by this Con-
press early in the year by the enactment
of the embargo, the Greek lobby has one
thing going for it, and only one, but it is
ihie most compelling reason and the most
compelling element for my consideration,
at least, and I am sure for other Mem-
ers. ‘That is simple justice.

Somehow, in this procedural under-
taking this afiernoon, in the very clin-
ical approach bo foreign affairs, we for-
gel the impact of justice. Now, what the
devil has happened on that island? Right
or wrong, who precipitated it at this point
beconies obscure even if we find justifi-
catiorn for the Turks invading Cyprus.
Can vie then fnd justification for them
ravaging Cyprus? Can we find justifica-

on for the ravaging of the women, the
ransacking of homes, the confiscation
of properties?

‘I'me gentlemran from Michigan (Mr.
BroomrieLp) said early on, “How long
do we punish them?” They toek that
inisial action. That would be right if they
wetltt onto the island and left it, but
Turkey went onto the island and has and
stiil oceupys 40 percent of this land with
79 percent of its industrial wealth. I agree
with the gentieman Ifrom Ohio (Mr.
Havs) when he said that he does not
conteraplate that the Turks will ever
withdraw from Cyprus. The original
statement was made that they are there
i siay, they iniend to stay. We know the
intricacies of foreign affairs and the
conduct of the Secretary of State and
ihe Department of State, whose record
leaves a great deal to be desired. I am cer-
tain they will remain in Cyprus no matter
what concessions are eventually made.

Nothing has changed. The gentleman
Trom Florida said it. Nothing has
changed. The law somehow becomes im-
portant with certain issues, with certain
people, and with certain nations, but the
double standard used here indicates that
the law is not important with Cyprus.

Let me tell the Members what fright-
ens me. I see it more and more across
tire world: the United States is being
regarded more and more as a papier
mache nation. Its integrity, its fortitude,
its determination to remain dominant
with integrity is diminished and very
seriousiy eroded.

What if we do pass this resolution
today? We will, in effect, be giving a sig-
nal to every other nation which benefits
as a result of our Foreign Assistance Act
to utilize as they will, if it suits their
national interests best, those weapons to
invade other lands. It is significant. We
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never thought it would occur, but some
people say it is happening. Well, it has
happened here in Cyprus, we took action.
If it is happening anywhere else, le- us
take action. This attitude of a double
standard is what is perplexing to the
American people and confusing to the
Congress, and certainly should cease

Mr. Chairman, I once again find 1ny-
self rising to oppose the latest adminis-
tration effort to thwart the will-of Con-
gress and resume arms shipments to the
Government of Turkey. Their latest ve-
hicle comes in the form of S. 846 wi.ich
allows Turkey to be sent weapons :nd
materials already purchased, as wel. as
resume commercial sales. This legislation
deserves to be soundly and swiftly de-
feated.

One year ago the island of Cyprus »as
brutally and illegally invaded by the
Turkish Government. In the 12 mornths
since the invasion, Cyprus has been -le-
vastated by Turkey and their occupation
force. Even 1 full year later we find 40
percent of the island and 70 percent of
all industrial and agricultural prod ic-
tion controlled by Turkey. Yet even msre
significant is the fact that there are an
estimated 200,000 refugees on the isisnd
typifying a deplorable example of hum an
misery and suffering. We have attemp:ad
to assist and under an amendment I it-
tached to the Foreign Assistance Act,
Cyprus was given $25 million in emoar-
gency aid.

Yet peace is far from being a reality
in Cyprus. The administration claims
that the embargo which the Ccn-
gress imposed on February 5, has har-
dened Turkey’s resolve to avoid tak'ng
steps for peace. The fact is, an ovaer-
whelming riumber of Members feel 1 n-
equivocally that a cutoff of aid is the
only way of convincing Turkey to work
for peace on Cyprus. The embargo }:as
not even had long enough time to he
effective and already the administration
is seeking to lift it.

On what grounds do they seek to do
this. One of their main arguments is tL.at
Turkey has shown signs of wanting to
resolve the Cyprus crisis. I have seen
nothing to document this contention a~d
in fact it was only after American initia-
tive that meetings between high Gre:zk
and Turkish officials took place.

The only real issue we must conecern
purselves is the restoration of peace. This
cannot he done by allowing Turkey to
obtain more arms, for all this will do is
allow them to strengthen their hold >n
Cyprus. The embargo remains the one
key to peace. If the administration and
Turkey were so convinced that lifting
the embargo would bring peace why then
did they offer no assurances to Congress
that they would consider the lifting of
the embargo a catalyst for working for
peace. I am sure that if these assurancss
were available, there would be a great
deal more support for S. 846.

In addition, we cannot forget that ve
are dealing with an important legal priz~
ciple. Turkey was and continues to be =
strict violation of the terms of the Foc-
eign Assistance Act. Every troop of Tu--
key on Cyprus is illegal, every offensive
action they take is illegal. Do we now
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vote for legislation which, in effec t, con-
dones the yearlong violations of Turkey
in Cyprus. I cannot imagie anyone
wanting to vote in thig fashion, but I am
sure there are some. Rejection of S. 846
will be a demonstration of hoth cur sup-
port for peace on Cyprus and adherence
to the conditions of articles of interna-~
tional law.

I have said on numerous occasions that
the handling of the Cyprus crisis repre~
sented a sorry era in Ame- ican foreign
bolicy history. We in Congress sought
150 work at ending the conflicts and bring-
Ing peace to Cyprus. The acminis‘ration
is willing to prolong-the misery and suf-
fering which is exactly what, will happen
if we 1ift the embargo today. A lifting
of the embargo without assurances that
conditions will improve for the 200,000
refugees and others sufferit.g on Cyprus
would be a tragedy of profound signifi-
cance. I want no part of such a vote, nor
do my colleagues. A no vote is heeded to
breserve integrity and firmness in our
foreign policy as well as offer a ray of
hope for peace for the beleaguered peo-
ple of Cyprus.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr.
to strike the last word.

(Mr. BADILLO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee: Now that we
have come to the portion of the debate
that has to do with the reading of the
bill, I think it is important that we read
some of the language very carefully, be-
cause the language of this bill is danger-
ous, and is the kind of language thut has
bee? dangerous to the Congress in years
past.

On page 3, line 7, the bill says:

The President is authorized, noiwith-
standing any other provision of law, to fur-
nish to the Government of Turkey those
defense articles and defense services . ..

The words, “notwithstanding any
other provision of law,” really mean that
we are being asked to repeal the Foreign
Military Sales Act and the Foreign As-
sistance Act.

We should have learne¢ from the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution and from other
resolutions never to vote for a bil! that
uses - the words “notwithstanding any
other provision of law,” bhecause that is
the way in which we indirectly repeal
legislation that we would not otherwise
repeal if the legislation were specifically
named.

But we have more dangerous provisions
further down in that section on pagze 3.

It has been said by the gentlewoman
from Maryland that what we are doing
here is capitulating in Turkey, but if we
read on line 15, where is says, “Provided,
That such authorization shall be effective
only while Turkey shall chserve the
cease-fire and shall neither increa:e its
forces on Cyprus nor transfer to Crprus
any U.3. supplied implemenis of war,”
those words are not merely capitulation,
they are ratification of an existing
condition.

If we vote for this, we will be accept-
ing the fact, we will have voted for the
fact, that Turkey is permitted to occupy

Chairman, I move
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Cyprus, that Turkey is permitted to have
our weapons on Cyprus, because we say
that they will not be allowed to increase
them. But that means that they are al-
lowed to retain what they have there.

We say that they shall obey the cease~
fire, which means we are voting to al-
low them to remain in 40 percent of
Cyprus.

So this wording 1Is dangerous because
we are, in effect, ratifying what already
has been done. )

For these reasons, I think that we
must oppose the bill.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HAMILTON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

I appreciate the gentleman’s concern
in pointing to the phrase “notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law,” and I
would like to give the gentleman my in-
terpretation of it and point out one addi-
tional fact which I think changes the
interpretation that the gentleman has
given to that provision.
~ The authorization to complete the de-
livery of previous contracted-for goods,
“notwithstanding any other provision ef
law,” simply makes clear that existing
statutes are not going to-be an impedi-
ment to such delivery. )

But the important thing is that Tur-
key is not relieved from its obligation
under existing contracts and agreements
which contain all the conditions on use
and transfer and security of the U.S.-
furnished arms required by U.S. ald
policy.

S0 I do not think we are releasing
Turkey from those obligations.

Mr. BADILLO. The gentleman has
just confirmed what I said. The gentle-
man said all this means is that existing
statutes shall not be an impediment to
the delivery of arms. The existing stat-
utes are section 505(d) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, and section 4 of
the Foreign Military Sales Act.

Section 4 of the Foreign Military Sales
Act states that—

Defense articles and defense services shall
be sold sclely for internal security, for legih-
imate self-defense, to pérmit the reciplent
country to participate in regional or collec-
tive arrangements or measures consistent
with the charter of the Unlted Natlons.

The gentleman is repealing that sec-
tion by the words “notwithstanding any
other provision of law.”

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, wiil
the gentleman yield? :

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. ROSENTHAL.
gentleman for yielding.

The gentleman in the well is abso-
lutely correct that those words ‘not-
withstanding any other provision of
law” for the first time repeals section
505 of the Foreign Assistance Act and
section 4 of the Foreign Military Sales
Act. .

Mr., HAMILTON. If the gentleman
will yield, the obligation of Turkey exists
because of the existing contracts and

I thank the
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agreements that they sign when they
get this equipment. .

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think perhaps we had
better settle the controversy raised by
my good friend, the gentleman from
New York.

If the Members will take the commit-
tee report and turn to page 16, section 2,
I am sure they will find a full description
of the meaning of the words, “notwith-
standing any other provision of law.”

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield fo the gentle-
man from New York,

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman,
what this does, if I may suggest this, is
to say that the restrictions on Cyprus
contained on lines 15 to 19 are still there.
These words, ‘“notwithstanding any other
provision of law,” waive all other existing
laws as to this $185 million. What it
means is that Turkey could use these
weapons, $185 million worth of weapons,
for aggressive purposes and not then bhe
in violation of American law if they were
used anywhere other than on Cyprus.

In other words, if they used them
against Greece or against any other
country, they would not be in violation
of existing American law. That is exactly
what. it provides.

Mr. MORGAN. No, sir, they would be.
The report says:

'This permits deliverles to be made without
regard to section 620(x) of the Forelgn As-
slstance Act of 1961, It should he emphasized,
however, that the items to be dellvered were
purchased under contracts containing all of
the assurances and undertakings required by
applicable legislation.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, the
words, “notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law,” are to me very seli-ex-
planatory. They waive all other provi-
sions of law that would amount to a
restraint or a constraint on this $185
million worth of weapons.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield fo the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is terribly important to clarify this fact,
because if in fact the restrictions on the
use to which the $185 million worth of
weapons in the pipeline could be put
which have been imposed by American
law were removed from that phrase, then
there might be a very good reason for

. voting against this legislation.

But in that regard I think there are
two points to be made, The first is that
the very same restrictions provided for
in American law have alrcady been writ-
ten into the contracts which Tyrkey had
signed at the time they purchased these
weapons.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. But, if the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania will yield, any
alteration in the law after that would
nullify any other restrictions.

Mr, SOLARZ. Mr, Chairman, the re-
strictions had already been agreed to by
Turkey when. it sighed the contracts. So
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even if the gentleman’s interpretation is
correct with respect to the repeal of
American law, the contractual obliga-
tions into which Turkey had entered
would still be binding.

Second, I think it is very important to
call the attention of the Members of the
House to the language on page 16 of the
committee report which goes directly to
the question of legislative intent.

On page 16 the committee makes it
very clear—and I am now quoting—
that—

It is the committee’s intention that these
assurances and undertakings shall remain
fully applicable.

Consequently, I do not think that there
is any danger that_the inclusion of this
phrase, “notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law,” will result in a situation
where the Turks are free to use these
weapons for any purpose they want, be~
cause they are contractually prohibited
from doing so, and the committee makes
it clear they are not to be relieved of
those obligations by virtue of this legis- -
lation.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

‘When I made my remarks, I want every
Members here to understand that I did
not get these provisions as the result of
any obscure research; I got them from
the committee report itself. The proper
place to refer the Members is not page
16; it is page 20.

On page 20 the committee says:

Following are the relevant provisions ol
law assoclated with the Turkish aid ban,

The committee has said it. I am quot-
ing their own words. They cannot now
say this is not relevant.

Mr. MORGAN., Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from New York is quoting
from the minority report, not from the
majority report.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, this
cites section 3(c¢), and that is the section
of the act we approved. That section
says that anybody who uses defense arti-
cles or defense services in violation of
the act shall be immediately ineligible
for further aid at any time in the
future.

That does not apply only to the minor-
ity report. That applies to Turkey. That
applies to all countries. That is a sec-
tion of the Foreign Military Sales Act.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RYAN

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RyaN: Page 3,
line 19, after “war"” insert the following:

“:. Provided further, That the authorities
contained in’ this section shall not become
effective unless and until the President deter-
mines and certifies to the Congress that the
furnishing of defense articles and defense
services, and the issuance of licenses for the
transportation of implements of war, arms
and ammunition under this section are im-
portant to the natlonal security interests of
the United States”.
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(Mr. RYAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

M. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, the amend-~
meni which { propose has a single ob-
jective: It 1s to assure that the partial
lifting of the embargo on arms to Turkey
would not go into effect unless such ac-
tion is determined by the President to
be irnportant to the national security of
the United States.

Much has been said in this debate
about the southeast flank of NATO and
about the various military and intelli-
gence bases which the United States has
access to in Turkey.

Thiose bases, we were told, are impor-
tant if the United States is to have the
necessary flexibility to respond to any
crisis in the Middle East, in the Indian
Ocean, or in the eastern Mediterranean.

‘Those bases are also important if the
United States is to have adequate means
fo monitor any arms control agreements
with the Soviet Union. SALT II cannot
come into effect, it has been sald, if we
cannot monitor Soviet arms and missile
actions. The bases in Turkey are impor-
tant to such monitoring.

Much of tae information about the
military inteligence situation in that
part of the world is classified. The Con-
gress is in no position to make some of
the day-to-day determinations in that
field. But the President can, and the
President shculd.

The Congress, at its peril, T believe,
acts as its own foreign minister. We do
not pelong ir. that business ordinarily.
‘We clo not belong in that business in this
particular case, and the President can
much better determine what action to
take.

My amendrient would allow the arms
which Turkey purchased before the cut-
off —before the embargo—to be delivered
only if the President certifies to the Con-
gress that such deliveries are important
to our national security.

The same thing would apply to com-
mercial sales.

Only the President has the informa-
tion and inteiligence necessary to make
such a decision, and it should be his
decision to make.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this amend-
ment is a perfecting amendment which
allows even tighter or more sophisticated
control of the present situation in
Turkey. )

Mr, JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Chair-
man. will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN. Yes, I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr., JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Chair-
man. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

I ysould just like to state for the record
that when I called for Secretary Kissin-
ger's resignation, it was not because I
was not invited to one of his breakfasts,
but it was out of a profound belief that
the people would be better served if Mr,
Kissinger served somewhere else.

T say that since that point has been
raised to me.

Mr, RYAN. I thank the gentleman
fruom California (Mr. JoHN L. BURTON)
{or making the point.

Whatever the gentleman’s particular
opinion is of Mr. Kissinger, this Con-
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gress, acting as a body, is much less
able to make determinations regarding
compliance with congressional limita-
tions on a day-to-day basis than Is some-
one in the executive branch.

How well the State Department does
its job is our prerogative to commeni on,
but we should not be doing those day-to-
day evaluation ourselves.

[Mr. OTTINGER addressed the Com-
mittee. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks. ]

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I riove
to strike the last word.

(Mr. MORGAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairmar. I
listened to the explanation of the author
of the amendment, but I am just won-
dering about this: Do I understand that
the gentleman from California ~Mr.
Rvan) is putting the responsibilit;y of
making the determination upon the
President of the United States and that
before any of the $185 million that s in
the pipeline could move, there has t¢ be
a determination by the President of the
United States that it is in the nati-nal
security interest?

Mr. RYAN. The assumption of the
Chairman is correct.

Mr. MORGAN. Do 1 understand, fur-
ther, that this only pertains to section 2
of the bill?

Mr. RYAN. That is my understanc:ng.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I see
nothing really wrong with the amend-
ment as far as this side of the aisiz is
concerned.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I would
rise in support of the amendment.

I think the gentleman from Caliior-
nia (Mr. Ryan) has improved the
amendment, and we accept the amend-
ment on this side.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gern'le-
man from Californta (Mr. RYan).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRASER

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as foilows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Fraser: Pa:e 3,
line 8, strike out “any other provision of law”
and insert *“section 620(x) of the Forcign
Assistance Act of 1961".

(Mr. FRASER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FPRASER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment clarifies the matter that was
in contention a few minutes ago as to
the meaning of the proviso, “any other
provision of law.” It would limit the
waiver to only section 620(x) so that it
could not be argued, if this amendrment
is adopted, that we are waiving other
provisions of law which might open
questions which would be of concerx: to
many of us.

In my judgment the committee resort
is accurate with regard to the intention
of the bill, but this amendment would
simply assure that the intention stated
in the report is, in fact, enacted into law.
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So this is a clarifying amendment ta
remove the uncertainty that the gentle-
man from New York was concerned with
There is no need to have that uncertain-
ty. Thus I think the amendment should
be adopted, and I would hope the Mem -
bers would support the amendment.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure the mem-
bers of the Committee on Internationa.
Relations are familiar with this discus-
sion. This amendment, was offered dur-
ing the markup of this legislation by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BING-
HAM). Because the phrase “Notwith-
standing any other provision of law” is
mentioned in the Foreign Assistance Act
many, many times, the committee fel:
that this was not necessary. But if there
are any Members who feel strongly about
eliminating the provision “notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law”, thic
amendment would do it and spell ou:
what we are talking about. If that is the
wish of the House, then the majority has
no objection to the amendment. But we
want to make it clear that this does not
negate the purposes of the bill as out-
lined in the legislation before us. The
pipeline and commercial licenses could go
forward under the amendment as the
committee intended.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr.
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the zentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 1
wonder if the chairman, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Morcawn) feels
that in accepting the amendment we are
in any way doing anything that would
jeopardize the original purpose of the
bill so far as aid going to Turkey is con-
cerned?

Mr. MORGAN. That is right; it would
not jeopardize the aid going to Turkey.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mz, Chairman.
under those conditions, we on this side
accept the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FFRASER).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the
requisite number of words.

(Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, the decision which faces the
House today is difficult to make but easy
to articulate.

If the President, the Secretary of State
and our Committee on International Re-
lations are correct, a vote for this com-
promise bill will open the way for nego-
tiations between Prime Minister Cara-
manlis of Greece and Prime Minister
Demirel of Turkey, which negotiations
the President has promised to push in
his meetings with both Prime Ministers
in Helsinki next week.

If the President, the Secretary of State
and the committee are correct, then by
voting in favor of the bill we will have
done a great service for the Greek
Cypriots.

Chariman.
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If, Mr. Chairman, the President, the
Secretary of State and the committee
are wrong, then the Congress can reim-
pose the embargo in October or Novem-
ber when the Congress must act on the
Foreign Military Sales Act. Such reim-
position of the embargo will have my
full and total support.

On five separate occasions last year I
voted in favor of the embargo against
Turkey. The club of embargo has not
worked. Let us now or a short term,
limited basis try the velvet glove. I think
there is a reasonable chance for success
because of the change in governments
of both countries since the invasion of
. Cyprus. Prime Minister Caramanlls was
elected after the invasion of Cyprus;
Prime Minister Demirel came to office
this year. We are not dealing with Prime
Minister Ecevit, who was Prime Minister
at the time of the invasion of Cyprus.

I know that Greece wants a peaceful
settlement on Cyprus.-I believe that
Prime Minister Demirel would like a
peaceful settlement if he can do so with~
out adverse political repercussions in
his own country. )

I believe that a peaceful settlement of
the dispute between our two NATO al-
lies is not only In their best interest, but
also in the best interests of the United
States. . ’ .

I believe that enactment of this bill
today will enhance the chances of this
much to be desired outcome.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania. I
vield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. OTTINGER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. )

The difficulty with reimposition of an
embargo is that it is subject to presiden-~
tial veto. At the breakfast we attended
with the President, he refused to com-~
mit himself not to veto the bill. So is that
not elusive?

Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania,
The gentleman from Pennsylvania and
the chairman cannot tie this reimposi-
tion to a nonvetoable bill. If he does, he
will not have the continued respect that
I expect to have for him.

Mr., MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? . -

Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania. I
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania. ) i

Mr. MORGAN., I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Of course, the Foreign Military Sales
Act is a total package, and I do not be-
lieve there will be any veto of that bill.
If there is a veto, I imagine it will be
overridden in this body.

Mr. OTTINGER. If the gentleman will
yield further, that bill has not even been
passed. ’

The CHAIRMAN. The
gentleman has expired.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, GOODLING

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment. .
The Clerk read as follows:

" Amendment offered by Mr. GOODLING:
Page 3, strike out line 20 through line 23
and insert in lieu thereof:

“(2) the President s requested to initiate

7

time of the
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discussions with the Government of Greece
to determine the most urgent need of Greece
for economic and military assistance and in
such discussions the President shall express
the sense of the Congress that if Turkey has
withdrawn all Turkish forces from Cyprus,
no addittonal mlilitary assistance shall be
provided to Greece until all Greek military
forces are withdrawn from Cyprus.

In exercising the authority granted by para-
graph (1), the Prestdent shall take steps to
insure that the percentage, on a dollar value
basis, of the defense articles and .defense
services authorized to be furnished by para-
graph (1) which have been delivered to Tur-
key at any given time does not exceed signifi-
cantly the percentage by which the Turkish
forces which ere on Cyprus on the date of
enactment of this section have heen reduced
prior to such time.” ° . .

(Mr. GOODLING asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.) .

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
have a slight problem with the resolu-
tion or the act as it is presented. I have
been lobbied by all of the Greek forces
and all the Turkish forces, the White
House, the Department. of State, the
committee, and other Members of Con-
gress. .

If it is appeasement we are talking
about, then I am concerned aboub
Chamberlain going in that direction and
we had World War IT. If it is fear we are
talking aboutf, I am concerned because

we feared China and Russia and there-.

fore extended the Southeast Asia conflict
for years and years when it could have
been ended quickly.

This resolution ig intended to demili-
tarize Cyprus by sllowing Turkey to re-
ceive arms already purchased and in the
pipeline contingent upon the removal
of Turkish forces in a directly propor-
tional plan. For example, if Turkey re-
moved 25 percent of Its troops in a
month, I would receive 25 percent of the
armaments authorized. This amendment:
also provides if Turkey withdraws its
forces from the island Greece must do
lkewise. If Creece fails to remove its
troops, now humbering 1,200, and de-
pending on who one talks to one can get
different numbers, further assistance
would be denied Greece.

I believe such treatment would be even-
handed to both Greece and Turkey and
more importantly to Cyprus.

Demilitarization. of Cyprus would be
a necessary first step in achieving settle~
ment whereby the Cypriots could best
determine their own future. My worry
and concern is that somewhere along
the line we have given up that right of
self-determination and I think it is that
right of self-determination which sepa-
rates America from most other coun-
tries in this Wworld. ’ .

Mr, PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gentle~
man from New York.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I am in-
terested in what this amendment says.
I want to bz sure I understand it. The
gentleman says in this amendment for
instance that if the Turks were to with-
draw 10,000 troops, which would be ap-
proximately 30 percent of what they have
now on the island, that then they would
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be eligible for 30 percent of what is in
the pipeline for them as far as military
supplies?

Mr. GOODLING. That Is correct.

Mr. PEYSER. And then the Greeks on
the island would have to remove 30 per-
cent of their troops. In other words this
will keep the ratios equal as they go
along on all accounts?

Mr. GOODLING. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 1
rise in opposition to this amendment.

First of all the amendment is unrealis-
tic. It seeks to dictate one of the terms
of the agreement for a Cyprus solution.
Obviously neither the Greek nor the
Turkish troops will withdraw while
troops of the other country remain. The
objectives of this amendment could be
achieved only if the parties agreed to a
simultaneous and complete withdrawal
as part of an agreement. Under the 1960
arrangement both Greece and Turkey
are permitted to maintain small garri-
sons on Cyprus and the troops of both
nations have been present there since
1960. It is extremely unlikely, in view of
the past history, the existing agreement,
and present tensions that a complete
withdrawal of all Greek and Turkish
troops would take place in the near fu-
ture under any foreseeable settlement
agreement.

The bill is intended to promote a fa-
vorable climate for negotiations and en-
courage an early negotiated solution. But
Congress cannot dictate what the terms
of an agreement between the Greek,
Turkish, and Cypriot parties should be.
U.S. assistance should not be con-
ditioned upon the inclusion of specific
terms in the agreement. Moreover, the
terms contemplated by this amend-
ment—immediate withdrawal of all
forces by both sides—are most unlikely.
The amendment would not be effective
in determining the provisions of the set-
tlement agreement. It would only pro-
duce resentment and diminish U.S. in-
fluence with all parties.

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
obposition to the amendment.

(Mr. EDGAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I hope not
to take the full 5 minutes.

I stand not only in opposition to the
amendment, but also in opposition to
the committee bill.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the
issue here at stake is the issue of action
involving what our foreign policy should
be toward Turkey, toward Greece and
toward Cyprus. I think one of the major
words in that action should be the
word “compromise.”

I was pleased a few weeks ago with
the briefing that was held in the State
Department with Henry Kissinger. I
think he shared honestly with us the
political situation in Turkey and his per-

ception of the importance of the bases in .

Turkey. At that time he leaned in the
direction of compromise.

I know some of my colleagues stood
ahd asked precise questions of Mr. Kis-
singer. Those guestions dealt with the
donsideratign of compromise and how
that compromise might be worked out.
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Less than 12 hours later there was an
announcement made at s Presidential
breakfast by the chairman of the com-
mittee and the President that a com-
promise had been worked out.

It seemed strange to me at that point
that we had just that previous evening
been brought into a dialogue about how
important that compromise was and then
within a ver7 short period of time that
compromise was laid out on the table
and, in fact, was not a compromise at
all. In fact, it gave to the Turkish Gov-
ernment everything that they had been
asking for. It held very little back.

It was very much like having a dollar
and compromising with someone who
wants to steal that dollar by giving them
95 cents.

I think it is strange that the Admin-
istration has sought to orchestrate a com-
promise which, in fact, is not a com-
promise.

i think it is strange that the Turkish
Government has employed American
guns provided by American taxpayers

“to invade and occupy Cyprus. At this
moment American guns are trained on
Greek Cyprions and American bullets are
being used to deny Cypriots their right
of self-deternmination.

Mr. Chairman, today we will be vot-
ing on S. 846 a bill to lift the embargo
on military assistance to Turkey which
was imposed on February 5, 1975 in re-
sponse to the use of American arms by
Turkey in her invasion of Cyprus.

This legislazion would allow the deliv-
ery of all military arms contracted for
sale to Turkey up to the arms embargo
and the renswed sale of arms from
American manufacturers to Turkey. This
legislation further provides for the
eventual resumption of the sale of arms
subsidized by nur Government to Turkey
30 that the Turkish Government can buy
on credit at lcwer interest rates.

1 am firmly opposed to providing arms
for the Government of Turkey. Provid-
ing aid to Turkey violates the principles
of our foreign military assistance pro-
gram, endangers world peace, and jeop-
ardizes even our own domestic peace.

Wken President Truman proclaimed
the Truman Loctrine in March 1947, he
recognized the danger of Soviet aggres-
sion against our Greek and Turkish al-
lies. Our military assistance has always
been intended to.be solely for the defense
¢f our European allies against the ag-
gression of otler states.

‘the Foreigr. Assistance Act of 1961
and the Foreign Military Sales Act spe-
cifically state that U.S. military assist-
ance is.only available for internal secur-
ity. for legitimate self-defense, to permit
the recipient country to participate in
regional or ccllective arrangements or
measures consistent with the Charter of
the United Nations. Why then should
our President 2ermit—Ilet alone encour-
age—military assistance to Turkey in
flagrant violation of the law?

Mr. Chairman, the Turkish Govern-
ment warns us that if the U.S. Congress
does niot concede to their demands for
arms, they will not permit American
bases to remain onm Turkish soil.

I know that this is a highly sensitive

rd

political issue and that theSe bases are
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vital to our national security, but if we
vield to Turkish extortion today, what
demands will other governments who
host American military facilities press on
us tomorrow?

If our defense agreements require that
our Government bribe tyrants and ap-
bease aggressors, then we are as corrupt
as those we are quick to condemn.

Frankly, T do not believe the Tu kish
threats. Ordering the removal of Araeri-
can defense facilities would certiinly
squash all Turkey’s future hopes o7 ob-
taining railitary aid from the Usited
States. The weak Demirel government
cannot afford to toss out their tiump
card so early in the game.

Ii we deny this aid, the Demirel gov-
ernment will try again to obtain Arisri-
can aid, and next time they may realize
that they have to make concessions con-
cerning Cyprus to demonstrate -heir
good faith to our Government.

But if we grant this aid, U.S. perscnnel
will most certainly be expelled from
our Greek military installations, anc our
relations with our Greek allies wiil be
irreparably damaged.

Moreover, ‘restoring military aid to
Turkey would seriously undermine the
stability of the Greek Government. One
of our country’s most distingulihed
statesmen, former Under Secretar of
State George Ball has stated that lifting
the arms embargo to Turkey would have
a “catastrophie” effect on the new denioc-
racy in Greece.

Will this Congress permit our def nse
agreements with our allies, which form a,
net against foreign aggression, to en-
tangle us in endless acts of aggression
between and among our allies? If so, then
today’s vote will begin the slow undoning
of American power at the expense of our
Nation’s security.

Second, lifting the arms embargo to
Turkey would jeopardize world peac:.

“There has been no progress in the peace
negotiations. The Turks will not cffer
concessions to the Greeks. Yet the Presi-
dent insists that the Turks must be given
more American arms before they will
make peace.

President Ford and Secretary Kissir.ger
have done nothing to compel the Turks
to make peace. Since the arms embargo
was imposed, the administration hascsn-
tinually assured the Turkish Govern-
ment that the arms embargo would soon
be lifted. Cnly 11 days after the ban be-
came effective the administration pro-
posed the repeal of the ban. Knowing
this, why should the Turkish Govern-
ment have felt compelled to make any
concessions? The administration never
gave the arms embargo a chance to s:c-
ceed in forcing the Turkish Governm:nt
to negotiate.

The President is responsible, there-
fore, for Turkey's intransigent attitude
toward the peace settlement. The Presi-
dent’s appeasement of the Turks may
lead to still more fighting and bloodst:ad
among the southern flank of NATO. if
we concede to the repeal of the arms ban.

Finally, military aid to Turkey would
condone the Turkish Government’s uai-
lateral breach of the 1871 agreement to
terminate poppy growing. The Turksh
Government has permitted the resum p-
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tion of poppy growing, extended it to
three more provinces, and granted a gex -
eral amnesty for all Turkish citizans pre-
viously convicted of drug traffic.

We cannot tolerate this violation of an
international agreement, r.or can we vot:
for military assistance to a governmer. -
which is directly responsikile for millior.;
of dollars worth of illegal heroin trafiie
in the United States. My distinguished
colleague from California, Mr. FowaRD:
has stated that at the present rate of
heroin addiction there will be 115 millier:
addicts in the United States by 1280.

Section 2291 of title 22 of the United
States Code provides for the suspensior
by the President of military aad eco-
nomic aid to any country which fails to
take adequate measures to control illegn!
drug traffic. But the President will no:
exercise this authority. By voting to con-
tinue the arms embargo {o Turkey, wo
will signal to that government that their
boppy-growing policies will not be tol-
erated.

A vote to suspend the arms embargo is
& vote against America’s people, agains®
our cities, our youth, and our future.

Mr. Chairman, to preserve the princi-
ples of our NATO defense pact, to restore
peace to our Mediterranean allies, and
to profect our Nation’s cities from the
scourge of heroin addiction, I urge my
colleagiles 50 vote against S. 84¢€.

Mr. Chalrman, thank yoi.

I think compromise is in order. There-
fore, I urge my colleagues to vot: down
the committee bill, and force the ad-
ministration and Congress to work out a
compromise that makes sense and not
the so:called compromise they offer in
this position.

Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDGAR. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, of
course, other compromises are possible,
but I think the Members of the House
ought to recall that the condition that
we added to the bill which is now the law,
that became effective in February, was
itsef & compromise, because we said
that we would suspend the operaiion of
our law if the President certified that
there was substantial progress in the ne-
gotiations for a settlement on Cyprus.
In other words, we were willing tc waive
the provisions of our law, not for final
settlement, but just substantial prog-
ress. But there has been no substantial
progress.

Now, I attended one of the White
House breakfasts. I have been search-
ing my soul ever since te fizure out the
right thing to do here. Each time 7 come
out at the same place as before. We are
asked to give up en two principles; one,
that we will not be blackmailed by every
country that has our bases; second, that
we will give or sell arms only to be used
for defense. All we get in retuin for
abandonment of these principles is the
President’s assurance that Mr. Domirel
will negotiate. But they have already
been negotiating. When I asked what is
the difference between what they have
been doing and what they have said
they would do I was told, “Well they have
not been seriously negotiating.”
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Tn other words, there has been no sub-
stantial progress. So the President was
quite right not to sign-any such certifi-
cation,

Let us have a compromise. Let us have
a commitment, maybe not a public com-
mitment, but a private assurance, it
necessary, that Mr, Demirel's govern-
ment will withdraw unilaterally from
the land they occupied in violation of the
U.N. cease-fire line. Then the President
can make the certification and we will
not have to go through this exercise.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr, MOFFETT).

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to associate myself with the
vemarks of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. EpGar).

I was most pleased that the gentleman
mentioned the meeting that the new
Members had with Secretary of State
Kissinger. It is important to point out
there has been an. effort, not only irom
us, but from many Members on both
sides of the aisle, to compromise, to
adopt a conciliatory attitude in this
matter. I think the resolution, with all
due respect to the committee, simply does
not reflect that.

Yet, the resolution, with all due respect
to the committee, simply does not reflect
that. :

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in Gpposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. GOODLING) . As another Member has
said, this amendment is unrealistic and
misguided. Under the Zurich Trealy,
Greece has the right to have 950 troops
on Cyprus. Under the same agreement,
Turkey has the right to have 650 troops.

They must be there, because if we fol-
low the Goodling plan and adopt the
Goodling amendment, -neither country
would have any military forces on Cyprus
and we could see the worst bang-up fight
we ever saw in our lives, and more peo-
ple could get killed than perished in the
~ Turkish invasion. This is an amendment
that the committee should not accept. It
is an-amendment that even King Solo-
mon would have difficulties applying,
and I think it would be tragic for Greece,
Turkey, and Cyprus.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

"Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, I do not intend to get into
a discussion of the merits or demerits
of the proposal before us. I just want to
talk to the Members for a little bit.

In all my years, ‘whenever an issue
came up, I tried to use what I thought
was my best judgment, measuring it
from all the angels. In the first five votes
on this auestion, I voted for the arms
embargo on Turkey, my best judgment
of the situation at the time. It was said
I voted for the Greeks; if so, I thought
they were right at the time.

In recent days, I have had some in-
house conversations with some Meinbers,
and T looked at it from another view on
the basis of what information they gave
me. I have always had a very fine rela-~
tionship with the Greeks and Italians,
Irish, Jews and all my neighbors, but I
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never considered them as ethnic groups,
coming from an ethnic group myself that
has never in its history in my area of
the country formed a Dressure group
based upon Its ethniec background.
think my Greek friends are American
as I believe myself to be.

What happened last evening and this
morning came at a very bad time. I just
happened to bhe reading an article in
the paper that was laying onh my desk,
which was about ethnie pressure and
lobbyists getting into foreign policy. It
was very interesting. I did not realize
how significant it was until one of my
girls came in. She was in tears and
said that she Just could not take it any
longer. She was getting telephone calls,
and as fast as she would hang the phone
up, she would get another one, and the
language was rather abusive in sonie

.cases.

One would think that I had never done
a favor for anybody of Greek extraction.

In the 43 years of being a legislator I

thought I was their -friend when they
came with problems I could help with.
All of a sudden someone calls my district
ond tells them that they heard I was

"going to vote for whal would now be

called the Turkish position, I had never

voted that way before, so whoever called -

must have had-some information I my-
self did not possess at that moment.

"I told the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MoreaN) that I was going to
vote against him on the proposal un-
til T heard some very disturbing things,
and I questioned the gentleman from
Pennsylvania. He sincerely believes that
it is for the welfare of my country and
his and that of all the people. It seems
the only thing to do to break a stalemate
on Cyprus I had decided to vote, not for
the Turks or against the Greeks, but for
what I think is best for my colntry.

I do not like to be intimidated. I do
not like to be ealled foul names, and I
do not like my girls to hear threats.
It is not necessary and does no one any
good. -

Mr. Chajrman, at the proper time I
am going to ask permission to revise and

extend my remarks to put this article ’

in the REecosp. It came at a moment
which caused me to stop and think,

Tt is time we. quit, voting on the basis
of our ethnic, color, or religious heliefs.
That should be relegated to the long dead
past.

These divisions are
whole legislative process.

T would like to read Kevin P. Phillips’
article on “Ethnic Lobbyists”:
MEDITERRANEAN—ETHNIC LOBBYISTS Dic IN

FOREIGN POLICYMAKING
(By Kevin P. Phillips)

There is a longstanding concept that the
United States is the richer for being an ethnie
meltingpot-——a nation of strength through
diversity.

In recent years, 1t has hecome apparent

destroying the

_ that the meltingpot is an illusion, and that

ethnic identity is not only persisting but
taking on renewed imporiance. Unfortunate-
1y, this same trend carries over to the inter-
national sphere, More than at any time since
World War II, ethnicity ls a major factor In
shaping U.8. foreign policy.

Consider the Eastern Mediterranean. It ls
probebly one of the most volatile and stra-
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tegic areas In the world, but our policy-
makers canhot pursue national interests
without first fighting thelr way through
powerful ethnic lobbles—notably Greek and
Jowish-——whose interests are more . parochial
than those of the United States.

Time Magazine recently ran an indtructive
piece on the “Greek Lobby” captalned by
Democratic Congressman John ‘Brademas of
Indiana and ex-GOP Treasury Department
official Eugene Rossides. Washington repre-
sentative of the American-Hellenic Institute.
Angry at Turkish activities in Cyprus, the
Greek Lobby is trying to convince Congress
to meaintain the ban on arms to Turkey. In
response, the Turkish government—if the
U.8. does continue the arms embargo—may
close U.S. military bases that Washington
considers vital. When the votes in Congress
are counted, what happens to American in-
terests in Turkey may depend less on stra-
tegic considerations than on the maneuver-
ings of the Greek lobby.

Only a few hundred miles away, & kindred
situation prevails with regard to Israel and
the Arabs. American policy is strongly af-
fected by the influence and power of the
7.8, Jewish community. Back In 1973, before
he retired from the Senate, Forelgn Relations
Committee Chairman J. W. Fulbright ap-
peared on the program “Meet the Press’’ and
was asked If under certain circumstances,
the United States might not be wise to cut
off ald to Israel. Fulbright said “Yes, but
the United States Government is not capable
of doing that, because the Israelis control
the policy of the Congress and the Senate
. .. the emotional and political ties are too -
strong. I have witnessed that. I can speak

‘from my own experience in the Senate.” In

November, 1974, the Israell newspaper
Haaretz ran a detalled article on the opera-
tions of the Washington lobby—the Ameri-
can-Israel Public Affalrs Committee, Sald
Haaretz: “The office looks like an opera-
tional center. The walls are covered with
maps, & board and different signs; this en-
ables those in the office to know the status
of every bill or amendment brought to de-
bate In both Houses of Congress.”

Here it is appropriate to note, however,
that ethnic debate is not so one-sided as
in the Greek-Turkish conflict. There are
hardly any Turkish-Americans (and the
Washington Turkish lobby is non-existent),
but the Arab lobby in Washington is grow-
ing. Officials of the National Association of
Arab-Americans met with President Ford and
Secretary Kissinger several weeks ago.

Looking westward from Israel, one can find
several other American ethnic influences on
foreign policy. Take the case of Portugal,
where the mid-Atlantic Azores Islands are
totally out of sympathy with the Communist- |
tiited Lisbon regime. There is a blg U.S. Air

_Torce hase in the Azores, and most Azoreans

have relatives in the United States—as many

" people of Portuguese-Azorean descent live in

Massachusetts .and Rhode Island as in the
1slands themselves. Not surprisingly, there
has been talk among Azorean lslanders of
seceding from Portugal and attaching them-
gelves to the United States, Azorean-Ameri-
cans in New England have picked up this
idea, and the U.S. State Department is un-
derstandably nervous that such speculation
might upset Portugal. )

sSome of the ethnicity in U.S. foreign policy
is benign like the recent visit to Norway of
Senators Hubert Humphrey and Walter Mon-
dale, both of Norweglan descent. But in
Mediterranean policymaking, ethnic lobby
operations are something less than a boon to
clear-minded pursuit of American interests.

That is why I sincerely sought lan-
guage In grammar school, because I
know, from my own life, that it is a seri-
ous matter and one that we had better
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take a look at. I wish the Members would
read. it in the RECORD.

It has not strengthened my resolve to
vote the way I am going to vote, but it is
a matter that is so serious to my prin-
ciples, because I believe that we should
disengage oiurselves from addressing
Americans as Greeks, Italians, Jews, or
Irish, and we should not go back to the
days of the early 1930°’s and live through
tnat type of thing.

Mr. FRASFR. Mr."Chairman, I move
o strikke the requisite number of words.

Mr, Chairman, unlike other speakers
who have referred to the earlier votes
on tiie cutoff of aid to Turkey and have
noew looked at it retrospectively as s mis-
take, I think 't was the right thing to do
at that time. Mr. Sisco told the Turkish
Government at the time the Cyprus
crisis was in progress that if the Turkish
Guovernment went too far, a likely reac-
tion would be an aid cutoff by Congress.

S50 when we cut off the aid, in effect
we were reindorcing the diplomancy of
the executive branch.

1 supported the aid cutoff because it
seemed to me it did give some force and
vitality to the American law which said
that our weapons shall not be used for
oifensive purposes.

The bill in front of us does not restore
the aid. The bill in front of us is a par-
tial restoration only for pipeline aid,
but no new sales are authorized, and
the pipeline aid attributed to.grant aid
is withheld completely. In my view, one
can have a good argument either for or
against the bill without any difficulty.
The central issue, in my judgment, cen-
ters on the welfare of the refugees on
Cyprus and the problems facing both the
"Turkish and Greek Cypriots. They are
at the center of this controversy and it
is their welfare that should be our con-
cern.

In my view, the United States is one
now of three parties, the United States,
Greece and Turkey, and we are the ones
who can show that we are not frozen in
cement. We are the ones who are some=
what removed from the emotions of the
controversy and can indicate some mod-
est movement, in the hope of getting ne-
gotiations started.

I am not optimistic the negotiations
will start if we pass this bill, but I am
reasonably convinced that if we fail to
pass the bill there will be no help to the
refugees of Cyprus and no movement
toward a resolution of the political prob-
lem, and this is what concerns me very
deeply.

Cireorge Ball testified before our com-
mittee against the bill when 1t was in the
committee. He said that we have to up-
hold the American law that forbids the
use of American weapons for offensive
purposes. But he said the United States
should do something. He said the United
States should move, we should not re-
main f{ixed and frozen.

T called him vesterday and I asked him
what his view was of the committee bill
aiter we had amended it so that no new
sales would be permitted until after the
authorization ¥l is passed this fall. He
sald that, in his view, 1t would be wiser
to pass the bill In the amended form than
to kill it
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I refer to George Ball for two rea.:ons.
One is that, in my judgment, through-
out the past decade his wisdom on for-
elgn policy has been demonstrated i+ be
considerably greater than that of many
other people who seek to advise us.

He was right on Vieinam from th:: be-
ginning. He was one of the very few who
were right from the beginning.

He was also against this bill in its
earlier form, but he now thinks we should
pass it because of the added provitions
which the committee has adopted.

Let me add that the military s d is
not a significant factor in the mili tary
balance. Gireece has over $800 millicn in
the pipeline. That is money whic: is
flowing to Greece todsy. Greece cor.tin-
ues to be eligible for new sales every :lay.
The pipeline amount we would rel-ase
for Turkey is one-third of the pipcline
amount currently avzilable to Greece,
and no new sales are available unti! we
take a second look at this problem lzter
in the fall.

Mr. Chairman, let us consider as the
principal problem the welfare of the
Cypriots, both the Greeks and the Turks,
and let us recognize that we are the only
one of the three parties that can shcw a
modest degree of movement on this is-
sue—the same kind of movement we FLave
asked of Israel, the same kind of mave-
ment we asked of Egypt, and the sime
kind of movement we asked of Syria. We
ask this of other countries in the Middle
East and elsewhere; we ask them to
show movement when it comes to these
Pbolitical problems.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that we can
now show some movement of our owr:.

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Chairman, I mov: to
strike the requisite number of words.

(Mr. RUSSO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RUSBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to . 846. In February
of this year we imposed an embargc on
arms shipments to Turkey becauss a
principle and a rule of law was viola:zd.

Let us look at history since February 5
of this year. What reason can we give ur
constituents and the American pecple
for us to change our position on this
matter? Why should we change sur
stand now? What has Turkey done to
prove its good faith to justify such a
change now?

I will tell the members what they h.ave
done. They have brought in Turkish c:ti-
zens to increase their population on
Cyprus in order to later Justify holding
40 percent of that island. They huve
grown poppies in the section which is e~
cupled by the Turkish army. They are
circulating Turkish money, and operit-
Ing on Turkish time in the occupied soeo-
tion. In addition, they are oppressing
200,000 refugees. That is what they h:.ve
done since February 5 of this year.

8o now it 1s suggested we go to the
American people and tell them that the
Congress in all its wisdom, based on all
the things we have seen since February 3,
Is now going to reverse its stand and
principles and the rule of law.

What kind of precedents are we golng
to set in this Congress today if any coux -
fry, no matter how large or no matier
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how small, can blackmail the Unite:
States by saying, “We are going to take
away yvour bases if you do not do what we

want’”?

I ssked the President and I asked th
Secretary of State:

What assurances do we have that if we
give them the arms, 6 months from r.ow the:
will nos still be violating this agresment and
they will not still be suppressing the popu-
lation of Cyprus?

And he said:
Weil. you know you can just chinge the
law. You can reimpose the embargc.

Mr. Chairmdn, let me tell the mem-
bers what will happen 6 months from
now if we do that. They can still take
away our bases. So what have we accom-
plished at the end of 6 months? We will
have destroyed our image throughout the
world; we will have destroyed our pres-
tige and our standing in the wor!d.

We have had the experience c¢f what
has happened in Vietnam. and now it is
proposed that we cave in to foreign pres-
sure orice again. We will see other coun-
tries imposing this will on us by black-
mailing us with the threat of closing our
bases.

The Turks say that they want some
sign from the United States. We have
given them g great sign. The Senate has
passed the raising of the embarg,.

What else do they need? All we ask
is that they show us some good faith—
just some. They do not want just a little
give-and-take on their part; thev want
the entire ball of wax. They say, "Either
it is our way or no way.”

The gentieman from Arizona
Ruopes) asked:

What does this do to America® T wili tell
the minority leader what this does tc Amer-
tea. It makes us succumb to blackmail; it
comproniises our position in the world.

The gentleman from Arizona agrees
with certain statements that were made
that the Turks had a right to move in.
I may not agree with him, but I will give
him the benefit of the argument and say
that maybe In the initial stages thay had
some reason to move in.

But why was it necessary to take over
40 percent of the island—using U.S. arms
and U.S. military equipment in doing so.
There was no need for that aggression.

So, Mr. Chairman, I will just reem-~
phasize to my colleagues of the House
that this is a question of law, this is &
questionn of principle. These are the
things we ought to be voting on here.
This is not a Greek question or @ Turkish
question. It is a question of principle of
law, a questiin of what this Governmens
stands for.

T urge that the House defeat S. 843.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I won-
day whether we can dispose of the
amendment. I think it is a good one. I do
not think anybody is objecting to it.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
from Pennsylvania making a unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr. MORGAN. I am, Mr. Chairman. I
ask unanimous consent that the vote
occur right now on the Goodling amend-
ment and all amendments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

(Mr.
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to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING).

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. -HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words. - .

(Mr. HAYS of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.) i

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to reply to some parts of the
speech made by my good friend, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Russo).

In the beginning, let me say that I
have been expecting a poppy to sprout
on the floor here all day, and finally
one did. )

There is not a scintilla of evidence
that I have been able to find anywhere
at all that the Turks have grown one
poppy on Cyprus that was not already
an ornamental flower in somebody’s
front yard. In fact, Cyprus does not have
the right climate for poppies. .

However, while I am on the subject
of poppies, as we know, the Turks banned
their farmers, who have been growing
them for years, from growing them for
2 years. The farmers are a very peculiar
breed. They are like the American
farmer. They do not want to be told what
they can grow and cannot grow.

There was a big political uproar about
it. I brought this matter up with Turkish
Government officials, and they said:

We quit growing popples, but your drug
problem just kept going on. They grew more
in Thailand, to whom you are glving arms
and aid. They grew more in Latin America,
to whom you are giving arms and ald. We
don’t understand your problem, really.

I said: .
‘What do you mean, that you do not under-
stand 1t?

They said:
We do not have any. drug problem in
Turkey. .

1 said:
How do you handle it?

They said:

Anybody who is caught with heroin or
oplum: on his person and does not have 1t
through a doctor’s prescription gets 26 years
in the slammer, and there is no time off
for good behavior. .

- If any Member thinks that that is not
a deterrent, let me take him for a look
inside of one of the Turkish jails.

Members of the House, that makes a
lot of sense.

What happens to a pusher in this
country, up in New York or out in Ohio,
in my State?

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
KocHu) said that they do not have any,
but I do not think he has been there
lately. I know that he goes home every
week, so there has to be some discrep-

anecy somewhere. . .

Anyhow, they make an arrest of a
pusher. He gets a good lawyer and gets
out on bail. He makes enough to pay the
lawyer while out on bail. They get a
continuance, They get another continu-
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ance, and they get another continuance.
Finally, they get a suspended sentence.

Thsat is about what happens, and we
are not going to solve the drug problem
by tryihg to shift it over to the Turks.
In no way are we going to do that.
Therefore, I-do not think that that is
really an issue. )

Mr. Chairman, many times the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. FRASER)
and I have disagreed vehemently about

things, but I want to associate myself

with his statement that the key thing
out there is the same thing that has been
the key to the festering situation in the
Middle Fast for 25 years. The thing we
ought to be thinking about is those
120,000, 140,000, or 160,000—depending
upon whose figures one takes-—Cypriot
refugees.

As the gentleman from Minnesota said,
we are aboul the only party that is not
frozen in concrete and who can make a
small gesture to try to get negotiations
started. I am. a little more sanguine than
he is that we will get them started, but
I ma not blatantly optimistic. However,
for 5 months nothing has happened.

If we go on in this way for another
year, nothing more will happen, and in
another year the problem just gets worse.

George Ball and Cyrus Vance suggest-
ed a 3-month lifting of the ceiling, and
that would be kind of offensive fo the
Turks and would be putting them under
the gun for 3 months again, but that s,
in effect, what this bill is doing.

It is a suspension. But let me add that
the whole arms sales agreement will ex-
pire at the end of this month, and unless
it is renewed nobody will be able to buy
any arms or get anything on credit, or
anything else. So we will have a chance
in October to take another look at this.
If there has not been any movement by
that time then we may want to decide
to do something. But right now I think
this is the one thing that will give the
present Prime Minister of Turkey—and
please remember, this is not the same
man who was the Prime Minister when
the invasion of Cyprus occurred, and he
is not the same man who took the ex-
tra territory. .

I think this will give him a Jittle flexi-
bility to go to his people and say, “The
Americans have broken the stalemate,
I am going to make a concession.”

I believe that he will do that, and I
think he can do it.

But at the moment, Mr. Chairman, I
submit that he is getting the same argu-
ments that we are getting here today,
only in reverse. The former Prime Min-
ister of Turkey, Mr. Excevit, is running
all over Turkey saying:

I'm the hero of Cyprus. I'm.the one who
rescued the Turks from the Greek barbarlans.,

" I do not agree with that, but that is
what he is saying. And he is saying:

And now the bum wants to pive 1t away.
And why 1s he giving it away? Because the

Americans are threatening him that if he ’

doesn’t do it he can’t have any more arms.
They are blackmalling him. .

He is using the same language.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HAYS of

H 7441

Ohio was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. So, Mr. Chairman,
the people over there in Turkey are say-
ing the same thing in reverse that the
Members on-the floor are saying here
today, that he is yielding to blackmail.

I am a pragmatic enough politician to
think we have got to give the present
Prime Minister of Turkey, Mr. Demirel,
some maneuver room. -

T do not know how familiar the Mem-
bers are with the Turkish Constitution,
but the former Prime Minister, Mr.
Excevit, evidently was not familiar with
it at all. He resigned in the expectation
that there would be a new election, and
he would get an overwhelming mandate
as the hero of Cyprus. He had not read
the new Constitution that says that sure,
you can go ahead and resign, but before
there can be a new election a majority
of the Parliament has to vote for it. And
he did not have a majority.

So then Mr. Demirel, the leader of the
opposition party, was able to put together
a coalition.

So I just wanted to inform the Mem-
bers that this is not the old Government
of Turkey that did the deed, this is a
new government. If is just the same as
the fact that we cannot blame the next
administration for the sins of Watergate.
So 1t is an analogous situation and a
comparable situation,

Mr. Chairman, I think we have it
within our grasp teday to make & move
that may well get the negotiations
started so that we can get a majority
of these refugees back home again and
really get some progress made. I think
this is in the interest of the Uniled
States, I think it is in the interest of
Turkey, and I think the bottom line is
it is in the interest of Greece.

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

. (Mr. LEVITAS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, I hope
that soon w& will be able to proceed with
a vote on this bill, on the merits of this
bill, without regard to the possible
amendments that might have heen of-
fered, one of which I had hoped to offer
as an effort to find a means of com-
promise. But after evaluating the. pos-
sibilities available to us it seems to me
that the most advantageous approach
to take is to determine whether this is,
in fact, a compromise that we are con-
sidering, and if we reject it, then move
to a position which would in fact be a
true compromise. )

The Turks have been valiant and
strong allies of the American people, The
ties of friendship with the Greek nation
have also been strong with the United
States. .

This is not a Greek or a Turkish issue,
it is an American issue, Mr. Chairman.

One of the things that has disturbed
me and apparently has disturbed other
Members of this House, is that over the
last number of years there has been a
tendency to show greater and greater
demonstrations of America’s weakness
and vacillation both in our domestic and
in our foreign policies. . )

Approved For Release 2005/04/13 : CIA-RDP77M00144R001100200009-2



Approved For Release 2005/04/13 : CIA-RDP77M00144R001100200009-2

H 7442

Tais is another exalnple of what we are
about to do should this bill be enacted.
We say and do one thing. We take one
position, and then when somebody
around the world says, “Boo!” to us, we
cower, reverse our position, and go off in
another direction.

If we lose our credibility and back off
of the position that was taken for good
reason earlier by this Congress and this
Nation, then I say to the Members that
other nations around the world will have
sufficient justification to do the same
thing in the future. and there will be no
assurance thet we will ever have a credi-
ble foreign policy established.

On June 23, Mr. Chairman, the Sec-
retary of State, speaking at Atlanta,
(xa., said this: -

No eountry should imagine that it is doing
us 8 favor by remalhing in an alliance with
us. Any ally whose perception of its national
interest changes will find us prepared to
adapu or end our treaty relationship. No ally
can pressure U3 by a threat of terminsation;
we will not accept that 1ts security is more
important to us than it is to itself.

Those are very persuasive words by
thie Secretary of State. He convinced me,
and he conviriced millions of Americans,
but he seemec. to fail to convince himself
about this saine prineiple, because after
making that statement on June 23, he
nas hrought to this House a bill which is
3 retreat, which is a backdown in the
face of blackmail for the reasons that
e rejected ori June 23.

I had prepared an amendment to offer
whica I think would have been a good
compromise, Mr. Chairman. It would
iave provided that the arms which are
in storage. ancl which have been paid for
«ould be immadiately delivered, but the
rest would be deferred until September 30
of tkis year to see whether any move-
snen toward a Cyprus solution took place.

Then, at the breakfast the other day
at the White House, I had the occasion
50 ask a question ol the President, who
had- said that if the Congress did not
think that this bill and its concessions
were working out well, then Congress
could reimpose the embargo. That was
thre sabstance of the words of the Presi-
dent. 1 said:

Mr. President, if we should permit this
rmbargo to be lifted and arms to be sold,
znd those arms were misused, or there were
0y substantial yestures made to resolve the
Oyprus issue, what assurances would we in
america and Congress have that something
could be done about it, because the same
fases and the same installations would still
be held hostage in Turkey and still vital and
siill the subject of threat? What, then, would
we be able to sav? What would we be able to
¢o about 1t?

i said:

Mr. President. would you give me and the
cthier Members of Congress your assurance
that if the embargo were relmposed by an
ack ol Congress—as vou said we could—
adopted by a majority of the Congress, that
yonn would not veto it and thereby shift the
numbers game from a majority in Congress
to a two-thirds raajority? We are all familiar,
Mr. President, with the consequences of that
shirttir.g majority.

“he President said:
1 cannot give you that assurance.
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That was the substance of his response.

I say to the Members, Mr. Chairman,
if we cannot get that minimum assur-
ance from the President that he would
not frustrate the will of the majori'y of
Congress about reimposing an emb:.rgo,
then it becomes absolutely necessar: for
this bill to be defeated, and then i me-
diately for us in Congress, together with
the President, to move to a real, m:an-
ingful, and viable compromise so that
the Turkish nation can have some fexi-
bility and some moving room. But this
Nation will not be blackmailed int¢ re-
treat.

We are told that Turkish people are
proud and will not be coerced. The pres-
ent embargo is not a coercion. It was
merely the carrying out of the provicions
of our law. I would like to see this Cton-
gress pass a bill that would be a mean-

. ingful compromise. This bill is not. It is

a surrender under threat. Americans,
like our Turkish friends, are proud and
strong people as well. Our weakness and
vacillation would lead only to greater loss
of credibility of our determination and
ability to be credible. We will no' be
blackmailed into retreat.

- The CHAIRMAN. The time of the ; en-
tleman has expired.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Chairman, I n ove
to strike the last word.

(Mr. RIEGLE asked and was g ven

ermission to revise and extend hig
remarks.)

Mr. AMBRO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIEGLE. I yield to the gentler -an
from New York.

Mr. AMBRO. I thank the gentler-an
[or yielding.

(Mr. AMBRO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. AMBRO. Mr. Chairman, today we
are being asked to cast a vote in favo: of
resuming the granting and the sale of
military ‘equipment to Turkey. It is in-
deed ironic that we are being askec to
take this action nearly a year to the iay
after that infamous Sunday—July 20,
1974—when the Turkish armed fo:ces
violated international and U.S. law by
using American arms to invade the s
iand of Cyprus. As a result of this, and of
the continued failure of our diplom..iie
efforts to bring about a resolution of :his
crisis, the Congress, in December 1¢74,
attached a provision to the Foreign %s-
sistance Act which had the effect of ¢:n-
pargoing all further sales and shipmeuts
of military equipment to Turkey.

Since September, when the Congiess
first expressed its concern over these i-
olations by means of mandating a c:t-
oif of arms shipments, the administ a-
tion has mounted a weli-orchestra‘zd
public relations campaign aimed at re-
versing this policy. At times the cam-
paign has been carried out by meims
which are unprincipled and of dubious le-
gality. Thus, we have been treated to :he
spectacle of the U.S. Ambassador to Tur-
key appearing on a morning news p. o<
gram—CBS—and acting as a lobbyist ‘or
the Government of Turkey, urging “he
resumption of military aid. In addition,
the integrity and patriotism of the :.d-
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ministration’s opponents, both within
and without Congress, has been impugn-
ed, and it has attributed the strength of
its opposition to “ethnic politics.” I re-
sent this as an attempt to demean those
who stand for an international posture
on the part of our Nation that opposes
aggression, whether by friend or foe. To
do otherwise would he a betrayal of a
fundamental principle of our foreign pol~
icy—to oppose aggression, not aid or ac-
quiesce in it.

Unfortunately the leadership of our
State Department is less concerned with
principles than it is with displaying its
dazzling diplomatic footwork on the
world stage. Perhaps, we should bor-
row a quotation from a statement issued
on July 20 by Adm. E. R. Zumwalt, re-
tired Chief of Naval Operations, that
“peace is too complicated to be entrusted
to any single diplomat.” Surely, the Sec-
retary of State has not shown, in this
recent lobbying attempt, that he under-
stands the subleties and complexities of
waging a peace. In fact, I suspect that
the attitude of the administration is the
direct cause of Turkish intransigence.

Mr. Chairman, I am strongly opposed
to the resumption of American military
sales and aid to the Turkish Government
while that Government refuses to aban-
don the aggressive posture it has as-
sumed with respect to the island of
Cyprus. We are told, in favor of ending
the embargo, that we cannct expect Tur-
key to negotiate under the cover of our
ultimatum. At the same time, we are
treated to the Turkish Government’s
threats to terminate our military bases,
if we do not resume the arras shipments.

I find this to be an interesting and
rather tortured piece of foreign policy
logic: Do not expect Turkey to succumb
to threats, but we must give in, because
we are being threatened. I suggest that
this kind of capitulation te blackmail is
unworthy of our country, and I reject it.

It is my strong feeling that the ban on
future American arms to Turkey is not
an “ethnic” and certainly not a Greek
issue. It is a matter of fundamental
American policy. S. 846 il serves our
longrun interests, and it is simply wrong
in terms of morality, our traditions, our
longrun interests as a civilized nation,
and I rise to express my opposition to it.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to address my remarks, if I may, to any-
qne who is left in the Chamber who has
not made a final judgment on this issue,
because I think it is an issue that could
be argued both ways. But I think there
are a number of basic reasons that ought
to lead one, whose mind is still open. to
decide to vote against the lifting of ilis
embargo.

I think one of the points that is im-
portant is the one just made by the gen-
tleman from Georgia, and that is that
he was unable in direct conversation at
the White House with the President to
secure a commitment that we could have
a good-faith implementation by the ex-
ecutive branth of a move by this Con-
gress later to reimpose the embargo,
should we decide to suspend it at this
time. That gets right to the heart of how
the embargo has worked up until this
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time. It was the expressed will of the
Congress to imppse this arms embargo
pecause of the illegal use, the violation of
_our laws and agreements, by the Turks
in terms of this movement, the second
movement, into Cyprus in which they
took and have held some 40 percent of
the land there.

But that embargo has not meant very
much and has not produced very much
progress, because it has been absolutely
clear that the Secretary of State of the
United States did not think that was the
right thing to do. He said it was not the
right thing to do and in every way, shape,
and form, along with the President, has
transmitted the message to the Turks
that if they just stand firm this admin-
istration, taking their side, would be able
to come here and twist our arms and
otherwise pressure the Congress to re-
move this arms embargo without 1 inch
of progress on the Cyprus question,

That has happened. We are being asked
to violate our own laws which we made.
I think we wrote these prohibitions in
our laws in the beginning because they
were right and served national interests.
I do not want to see any ally use our arms
to bully another of our allies. That has
happened in this case. That is wrong and
we must objeet to it.

Now many, many months have passed.
We have this civilian refugee population,
some 200,000 people on Cyprus, who are
homeless. There are various estimates
as to the numbers. There are no private
assurances of progress. If there are any
I do not know about them. They have
not been conveyed to the International
Relations Committee on which I serve.

Now I have been a Member of the Con-
gress for 9 years and I served 6 years
on the Foreign Operations Subcommittee
of the Appropriations Committee and I
have sat through the testimony by vari-
ous Secretaries of State and other State
Department officials who work on for-
eign policy questions. I cannot recall
when the executive branch has done
more to undereut a legal move by this
Congress than in this instance.

I do not see any progress resulting
from the time that these steps have been
taken until now-—prinecipally, in my
judegment, because of a less than good
faith implementation by this adminis-
tration.

There are two other things I want to
say. There has been a great deal of talk
about base rights. We have bases in
Greece and bases in Turkey and both
are important to us. I would like to see
us keep both. In recent weeks I have had-
discussions with the Ambassadors of
Turkey and Greece and Cyprus. I have
listened to Mr. Colby talk at length about
the importance of these bases. I would
not like to see us sacrifice bases in either
country.

But the real question is, can we be
blackmailed on this issue? Because that

is what is happening. If we 1lift this em-

bargo, what is the message, not only to
the Turks, but also to most other nations
that get arms from us—as most do, sadly.
They will know they, too, will be free to
violate their agreement with the United
States. They will know they can do what-
ever they want, sign any agreement with

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

us, aﬁd vet do whatever they want he-
cause we will sanction that behavior if

we lift this embargo. We will be saying

these agreements do not mean anything.

I think it will be an open invitation
for countries in Latin America and other
countries around the globe that receive
arms from us to do whatever they want
with those arms. They know they will
be able to get away with it, just as Tur-
key will get away with it today if we
1ift this arms embargo.

So of course we ought not to do it.

There is no valid reason why progress
cannot be made on Cyprus at the same
time as we talk about lifting the arms
embargo. The two things are linked.
They have to stay linked. We have to
have progress on both at the same time.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, Chairman, we have
been hearing a lot of talk about uphold-
ing principles. Of course, everybody 1s
in favor of holding fast to our principles.

But holding to one’s principles does
not mean that we cannot change the law.

To the contrary, Mr. Chairman: The
whole history of the United States is
filled with examples of where we have
maintained our clerished principles—
and to do so, we have had to change the
law.

I will cite not less than the Constitu-
tion of the United States—adopted near-
1y 200 years ago, for principles we hold
just as dear today—

In order to form a more perfect union,
establish justice, insure domestic tranquil-
ity, provide for the common defense, pro-
mote the pgeneral welfare, and secure the
blessings of liberty to ourselves and our
posterity.

No fewer than 26 times have we
amended this Constitution—in behalf of
our principles, not against them. The
same is true of countless laws.

So, I say, let us take a good hard look
at just what principle it is that we are
trying to uphold here. )

The principle is, we do not want our
weapons used by our allies except for
self-defense.

Well, if we leave the law the way it is,
we are not helping that principle one
bit when it comes to our two good allies,
Greece and Turkey.

We do not want our two close friends
and treaty comrades to turn against each
other, with our arms or any others.

That is the principle we want to up-
hold here.

And to do so, we have to change the
law. .

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I move t
strike the last word.

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KOCH. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand there are no more amendments. I
ask unanimous consent that all debate on
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute close at 4:15.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania asks unanimous consent
that all debate on the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute close
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at 4:15. Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York has been recognized already.
The limitation of time cannot apply to
the gentleman. ]

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. KocH).

Mr. KOCH, Mr. Chairman, I think it is
important at this time to reemphasize a
point we often make in the well, that
there are some things that are right and
there are some things that are wrong. It
is wrong when we run out on a friend,
when we leave simply because it becomes
expedient or because we submit to ex-
tortion, and it is extortion that is being
exerted at this time and we all know
it.

Now, if we give in to that extortion,
then the administration will use the very
same arguments that it uses today vis-a-
vis Turkey, toward Spain when Spain
says that it demands certain onereus
conditons if we are to continue our bases
there. Are we going to submit to onerous
conditions? The answer should obviously
be no.

The same arguments could be used by
the administration vis-a-vis Israel be-
cause of Arab blackmail. Hopefully, we
will not submit to that extortion.

Then the President not very long ago

‘said he would not see Alexandr Solzhe-

nitsyn because the Soviet Union would be
distressed, and not go forward with
détente, a kind of Soviet blackmail. I

think most of us would agree it was’

wrong for the President to give in to
that kind of implicit extortion.

So what I am saying is that there are
positions which involve morality that
ought not to be surrendered, beeause we
are told that if we do not surrender that
we are going to be suffering severe
consequences.

Mr. Chairman, we have to stay with
our friends when our friends are right.
We cannot be summer soldiers. To those
people who would leave in the middle of
this fight that this Congress won on four
different occasions, I say to give up on
that fight ‘'on July 24 would make us
summer soldiers. Let us hang in there
with our friends and continue not to
yield.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KOCH., I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I want to
associate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman in the well.

(Mr. MIKVA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to urge the defeat of S. 846, as
amended, the bill to resume arms ship-
ments from the United States to Turkey.
What is at stake today is not only a just

resolution of the conflict en Cyprus but

the integrity of American foreign policy.
The use of American arms by Turkey in
the invasion and subsequent occupation
of almost half of Cyprus is in clear vio-
lation of American law. To resume the
arms flow would legitimize the Turkish
violation of our arms agreement which
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specifically orohibits the use of these
arms for offensive purposes.

Mr, Chairman, on July 15, in Minne-
apolis, Secresary of State Kissinger gave
2 major foreign policy speech in which
he maid:

Weo have foand ourselves doubtful of our
virtue and uncertain of our direction largely
because we heve suddenly realized that like
other nations before us we must now recon-
cile our principles with our necessities.

But if the administration’s so-called
compromise on Cyprus is a typical exam-
ple, perhaps “he real problem is a failure
to realize that commitments to principles
are necessities for a foreign policy worthy
of respect and support by the American
people.

The proposal to resume the flow of
arms to Turkey has been labeled by the
administration and Dr. Kissinger as a
“compromise plan.” But it is really a
blan which compromises the principle of
respect for duly passed laws. It is a plan
which compromises the principle of
moral responsibility of the United States
1G place and enforce restrictions on arms
ihat we sell around the world. Without
such restrictions, we are likely to witness
tne ever mcre frequent spectacle of
American arms bringing down casualties
on both sides of a confrontation. And it
will be our sense of mortality which will
Le cought in the crossfire.

"The proposal to lift the embargo is
sure to compromise the trust that we
want. other people and countries
throughout the world to have in the
United States In his speech, Dr. Kissin-
ger sald thal an involved America is
essential to peace and progress. I agree.
But our involvement must be based on
principles which are not conveniently
brushed aside by necessities which are
more illusionary than real.

Mr. Chairman, the Turkish invasion
of Cyprus has caused untold suffering
on the island. We will only increase the
likelihood of more acts of aggression and
more suffering elsewhere if our message
io otuer countries is that they can use
American arms for aggressive purposes
with impunity.

Perhaps the saddest aspect of the ad-
ministration’s “compromise plan” is
that it compromises the long friendship
between the people of Greece and the
American peodle. It is not difficult to
understand why the 200,000 Greek
Cypriot refugces would view this plan
not asz a compromise but as a sellout, a
sellout of whst is right and just and
decent. And I believe that millions of
Amer.cans would agree.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to yield my time
to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
Youna).

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent also to yield my time
to the gentleinan from Georgia (Mr.
YOUNG) .

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York and the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania?

Mr. ASHBRCOK. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
jeet.
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The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The Chair recognizes the gentl:man
from Georgia (Mr. Young).

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. Mr. Clair-
man. T want to make three things very
clear. One, I decided I wowld suiiport
this amendment. I thought I would have
some trouble with this so-called Cireek
lobby, so I asked my staff to get the files
on the votes and the letters that we re-
celved from our district the last time
we voted this amendment, becatse I
wanted to inform my constituents ir: ad~
vance that I thought it was in the best
interest of this Nation to vote arm: for
Turkey. When I got this voluminou: file
and communications from the Creek
lobby in my district, I had the sum :otal
of 11 letters. So I have no political t rob-
lems on the facts. I do not even nec to
write a letter.

Then I got the newspaper the next
morning and I saw a $385 million :.rms
sale to Jordan. I said, “What have we
got here?” There is no way to make reace
by giving guns to everybody.

Then I remembered that almost fiien-
tical arguments of national security and
support of a NATO ally were use! to
supply Portugal with arms, in spit: of
their use in Mozambique and Angoin.

What looked like national securit: in
the short run has left Portugal Com-
munist and the United States alien.ited
from thres new nations in Africa -vith
tremendous resources.

I suggest Mr. Chairman, that the
present pragmatic considerations nay
also backfire against our national in‘er-
est and that this amendment be rejected.

The House should maintain its in-
tegrity and insist on the rule of law.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Georgia has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentler:an
Irom Illnois (Mr. FinpLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, if :his
bill is rejected, in all probability that ac-
tion will strengthen the radicals in Tur-
key. It will harden the position of the
Turkish elements on Cyprus to the dis-
advantage of the Greek refugees. It will
deny the United States leverage uon
Turkish policy. It will intensify the feel-
ings between Greece and Turkey on the

offshore islands.

Mr. Chairman, for many reasons, this
bill must be approved.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recogni:es
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (.
BIESTER).

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I yizld
to the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BROOMFIELD).

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairm:n,
just a few moments ago I received a 1ot~
ter from the President of the Uni-ed
States. Of course, he is very hopeful tliat
Congress will take favorable action ~n
this legislation. He says in his letter:

THE WHITE HoUsE,
Washington, D.C., July 24,197
Hon. WiLr1aM S. BROOMFIEL.D,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Biun: Over the past several weeks,
the Members of the House of Representati cs
have been giving close attention to the very
important matter of restoring military .is-
sistance to Turkey.
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As a result of my several meetings wii.a
Members, the top priority I attach to favor-
able action by the House 1s clear. It is an
issue in which the strategic situation mii:.
be weighed, as well as the situation in th:
Middle East. Our facilities in Turkey and oi.r
mutial defense arrangemerts have playe:i
and continue to play a vital role in tro
security of the area and, more directly, i
the security of our own forces. Mutual d« -
fense arrangements that have stood us we:
for thirty years should not be cast aside.

As we have devoted attentlon to this sub-
Ject of such great importance to U.S. inter-
ests, I have been impressed by and I wis.:
to commend the Congress for the bipartisa::
approach which has been taken. The restors -
tion of U.S. military assistance to Turkey is
a foreign policy issue in which many impor-
tant factors must be weighed, and an issus
with ramifieations affecting all Americans.
Restoration 1s clearly in the interests of the
United States. It Is-in our interests as
member of the Atlantic Alllance and it is i
the interests of all seeking a reduction o:
tensions in the Mediterranean region. I urg:
a favorable vote on this legislation by the
House.

At the same time, T pledge. my total com -
mitment to working with the parties in-
volved——Turkey, Greece and Cyprus—to as-
sist in finding a fust and equitable settlemen-
to this dispute which is of su¢h great con-
cern 10 all Americans.

Sincerely,
GEz2aLD R. Fokb.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is ori
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute, as amended,

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to. -

The CHATRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committes rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair.
Mr. S1sk, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the Sen-
ate bill (8. 846) to authorize the further
suspension of prohibitions against mili-
tary assistance to Turkey, and for other
burposes, pursuant to House Resolution
626, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendmen; adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of »a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the Whole?
If not, the Chair will put them en gross.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment,.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill. )

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 206, nays 223,
not voting 5, as follows:
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[Roll No. 429]

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, Il,
Andrews,

N, Dak,
Archer
Armsirong
Ashley
Baldus
Beard, Tenn,
Bell
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Bolling
Bowen
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
‘Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Casey
Cederberg
Chappell
Clausen,

Don H,
Cleveland

Collins, Tex.
Conable
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W,
de la Garza
Dent
Devine
Dickinson
Duncan, Oreg.
Edwards, Ala.
English
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fenwick
Findley
Fish
Flowers
Flynt
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey

Fuqua
Gibbons
Gilman
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gradison
Grassley
Guyer

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Ambro
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Aspin
AuCoin
Badillo
Bafalis
Barrett
Baucus
Bauman
Beard, R.IL.
Bedell
Bennett
Bergland
Biaggi
Blanchard
Blouin
Boggs
Boland
.Bonker
Brademas
Brodhead
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Calif,
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Hagedorn
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen
Harsha
Hastings
Hays, Ohio
Hébert
Henderson
Hicks
Hightower
Hillis
Horton
Hubbard
Hungate
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarmean
Jeffords
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Kasten
Kazen
Kemp
Ketchum
Kindness
Krueger,
Lagomarsino
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Litton -
Lloyd, Calif,
Long, La. -
Lott
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDonald
McEwen
McFall
McKay
Madigan
Mahon
Mann
Mathis
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Meyner
Michel
Milford
Mills
Mitchell, N.Y.
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan

* Mosher

Murtha
Myers, Ind.
Myers, Pa.

NAYS—228

Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass,
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Byron

Carney,

Carr

Chisholm
Clancy .
Clawson, Del

Clay
Colling, I11,
Conlan
Conte
conyers
Corman
Cornell
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
b’Amours
Daniels, N.J.
Davis
Delaney
Dellums
Derrick
Derwinski
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Nichols
Obey
Passman
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Poage
Preyer
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rees
Rhodes
Risenhoover
Roberts
Robinson
Rogers
Ruppe
Ryan
Satterfield
Schneebell
Schylze
Sebelius
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Solarz
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stuckey
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague
Thone
Thornton
Treen
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jeagt
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
‘Whalen
White
Whitten

. Wiggins

‘Wilson, Bob
Wilson, C. H.
Wilson, Tex.
Winn

Wright

Wylie

‘Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Downing, Va.
Drinan
Duncan, Tenn.
du Pont
Early
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg
Emery
Esch

Evans, Ind.
Fary
Fascell
Fisher
Fithian
Flood
Florio
Foley

Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Gaydos
Giaimo
Ginn
Green
Gude

Haley

Hall

Hanley
Hannaford
Harkin

Harrington Mink Roush
Harris Mitchell, Md, Rousselot
Hawkins Moakley Roybal
Hayes, Ind. Moflett Runnels
Hechler, W. Va. Mollohan Russo
Heckler, Mass, Moorhead, St Germain
Heiner Calit, Santini
Helstoskl Moss Sarasin
Holland Mottl Sarbanes
Holt Murphy, Ol. Scheuer
Holtzman Murphy, N.Y. Schroeder
Howard Natcher Seiberling
Howe Neal Sharp -
Hughes Nedzi Shipley
Hyde Nix Simon
Jacobs Nolan Smith, Iowa
Jenrette Nowak Spellman
Johnson, Calif. Oberstar Spence
Jordan O'Brisn Stanton,
Kastenmeier O'Hara James V.
Kelly O'Neill Stark
Keys Ottinger Steelmean
Koch Patman, Tex. Steiger, Ariz,
Krebs Patten, N.J. Stokes .
La¥alce Patterson, Studds
Lehman Callf, Sullivan
Lent Pattison, N.Y. Taylor, N.C.
Levitas Pepper Thompson
Lloyd, Tenn. Peyser Traxler
Long, Md. Pike Tsongas
Lujan Pressier Udall
McDade Price Vander Veen
McHugh Rangel Vanik
McKinney Regula Vigorito -
Macdonald Reuss Waxman
Madden Richmond Weaver
Meagutre Riegle Whitehurst
Martin Rinaldo Wirth
Metcalfe Rodino Wolft
Mezvinsky Roe Wydler
Mikva Roncalio Yates
Miiler, Calif. Rooney Yatron
Miller, Ohlo Rose Young, Ga.
Mineta Rosenthal Zeferetti
Minish Rostenkowski

NOT VOTING—B
Carter Fulton Hinshaw
Danielson Heinz

So the bill was not passed. i
The Clerk announced the following

pairs.

Mr. Danielson with Mr. Heinz,

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Carter.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members de-
siring to do s0 may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend their
remarks in the course of the considera-
tion of the Senate bill, 8. 846, which was
just defeated.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

"There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

(Mr. ANDREWS of North Carolina
asked and was giveh permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.)

Mr. ANDREWS of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, today I have voted in opposi-
tion to S. 848 fully cognizant of the seri-
ous implications which this legislation
poses for the United States. My review of
the legal and foreign policy aspects of
the problem indicate that each of the
conflicting positions has considerable
merit. This is an extremely complicated
measure reflective of the events which
have taken place in a region of com-
plexity involving two of our Nation’s
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most valued allies. I am continuing my
study of this matter with a view to de-
veloping a more thorough and compre-
hensive understanding of these issues.

AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL AD-
VISORY COMMITTEE ON OCEANS
AND ATMOSPHERE

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R.
5447) to amend the act of August 186,
1971, as amended, which established the
National Advisory Committee on Oceans
and Atmosphere, to increase and extend
the appropriation authorization there-
under, with Senate amendments thereto,
and concur in the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New-
York? :

- There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 2, line 1, strike out “two” and ingert:

| g,

Page 2, lines 4 and 5, strike out “each of”.

Page 2, line 5, strike out “years” and in-
sert: ‘‘year”.

Page 2, line 5, strike out “1977, and 1978.”."
and insert: “1977.".”

Page 2, after line 5, insert:

Sec. 2. Section 4 of such Act (33 US.C.
857-9) is amended—

(1) by inserting after “review of” and be~
fore ‘“‘the progress” the following: “national
ocean policy, coastal zone management,
and”; and

(2) striking out “the President.” at the
end of the second sentence thereof and in-
serting in lleu thereof “the President and the
Congress.”.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
amend the Act of August 16, 1971, as amend-
ed, which established the National Advisory
Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere, to
increase and extend the appropriation au-
thorization thereunder, and for other pur-~
poses.”. .

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Speaker, I agree
with my subcommittee chairman, Mr.
MvurprHY, in supporting the conference
report on H.R. 5447, a bill to extend the
authorizations for the National Advisory
Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere.
I agree with only a minor reservation.

Our Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries approved H.R. 5447 on
May 16 of this year. The House subse-
quently considered and approved this
authorization on May 19. - The bill as
passed by the House would have in-
creased the level of authorizations from
$400,000 to $445,000 for the fiscal years
to and including 1978.

The other body has considered this
legislation and has passed favorably upon
it with the addition of three amend-
ments. These Senate changes to our
original bill would accomplish the
following: .

First. It would extend authorization
for NACOA for 2 years as opposed to
our suggested 3 years;

Second. Instead of requiring NACOA to
be exclusively responsive to direct re-
quests by the President, it would add a
section to require that the Advisory Com-
mittee would have to respond to requests
from the Congress and the President.
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This amendment would permit Congress
to request reports on specific subjects
from the Advisory Committee; and

Third. The responsibilities of the Na-
tional Advisory Committee on Oceans
and Atmosphere would be broadened to
include coastal one management issues
and national ocean policy.

None of the above amendments con-
cern me greatly enough to request a con-
ference with our Senate colleagues—as a
matter of fact, I feel that the other
pody’s amendatory language does
strengthen our original bill in some re-
spects,

My only reservation in this matter
rests with the so-called “broadening sec-
tion” of the amended bill.

By adding specific subject areas upon
which we expect NACOA to concentrate,
1 fear that we may be restricting this
committee to a more limited scope than
was originally ir.tended.

When the Advisory Committee was es-
tablished in the 92d Congress, we directed
them to undertake a continuing review
of the progress of marine and atmos-
pheric science snd service programs of
the United States. They were also di-
rected to advise the Secretary of Com-
merce with respect to the carrying out
of the purposes of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration. Since
the Coastal Zone Management Office is
an integral part of NOAA, it is clear to
me that NACOA has the necessary man-
date to oversee and comment upon
coastal zone management issues. NACOA
has, in fact. addressed coastal zone is-
sues in two of their four annual reports
to the Congress.

This commitiee presently has the
hroadest possible scope upon which to
focus its activities. I feel that they have
done an exemplary job in accomplishing
their intended objectives, and I want
them to continue to have the necessary
flexibility and ir.dependence to continue
their work productively.

1 have chosen to concur with the
amended version of H.R. 5447, but I do
so with the reservations I have indicated
today.

{ frust that this broadening language
will not be interpreted by the Congress
or NACOA to restrict their activities in
any wayv. I am very impressed with the
job they have done so far, and I feel
strongly that otr Nation needs to con-
tinue to receive advice from groups of
this stature.

T.et ts not, even by implication, limit
their mandate as they proceed in advis-
ing us and the President on the crucial
issues which we all must face in today’s
complexx world.

The Senate
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

amendments were con-

{7ENERAL LEAVE

Mr., MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
211 Members des.ring to do so may have
5 legislative days in which to revise and
exiend their rernarks on the bill, H.R.
5447, just considered by the House.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection o
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES TO FILE CEF.-
TAIN REPORTS

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker. I ask unar. -
imous consent that the Committee ¢
Armed Services have until Saturday mic -
night, July 26, 1975, to file a report cn
H.R. 1287, a bill to amend the United
Nations Participation Act. and Hou
Concurrent Resolution 198, expressirz
the opposition of the Congress to ar:-
change in the present method of provic -
ing financial support for military cormr -
missaries through appropriations to mec:
their payroll costs, and HR. 7642, a bill
to amend chapter 5, title 37, Unite:d
States Code, to extend the special ps-
provisions for veterinarians and optom. -
etrists.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 1
the request of the gentleman from IIl -
nois?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE OX
PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPOE -
TATION TO HAVE UNTIL MILC-
NIGHT FRIDAY, JULY 25, 1975, T
FILE REPORT ON H.R. 8561
AMENDING FEDERAL AVIATION
ACT OF 1958 RELATING TO WAZ=
RISK INSURANCE

Mr. ANDERSON of California. M-
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent the:
the Committee on Public Works an:i
Transportation have until midnight Fri-
day, July 25, 1975, to file a report on H.F:.
8564, amending the Federal Aviation A«
of 1958 relating to war risk insurance.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (M-
Jonn L. BurtoN). Is there objection t:-
the request of the gentleman from Cal:-
fornia (Mr. ANDERSON) ?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF FURTHER
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

tMr. O'NEILL asked and was give.
permission to address the House for :
minute and to revise and extend hi-
remarks.)

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise t:
announce the program for the remainde!
of the day.

Mr. Speaker, at this particular time wr
intend to foilow with H.R. 5900, equs¢
treatment of craft and industrial em-
ployees. We will vote on the rule an:
debate the bill. We will rise at 6:30. T¢-
morrow morning we wiil meet at 1=
o’clock, and we will continue with the
legislation HR. 5900. Following that w:
hope to take the rule on H.R. 5210, mili-
tary construction authorization, an-
follow with general debate only.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O’NEILL. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentlema::
for yielding.

July 24, 1975

Is it the intention of the distinguished
majority leader to proceed to conclu-
sion with action on the bill tomorrow?

Mr. O'NEILL. The answer is in the
affirmative.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 5900, PROTECTING ECO-
NOMIC RIGHTS OF LABOR

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules I call up
House Resolution 631 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 631

Resolved, That upon the adortion of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve Itself into the Committee
cf the Whole House on the State of the
Unton for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
5900) to protect the economic rights of
lakor in the building and conssruction in-
dustry ky providing for equal treatment of
craft and industrial workers. After general
debate, which shall be confined to the bill
and shall continue not to exceed two hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Education and Laboer, the
hill shall be read for amendment under the
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to
consider the amendment in the nature of a
substitute recommended by the Committee
on Education and Labor now printed in the
bill as an original ©ill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minuate rule. At
the conclusion of such consideration, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and any Member may
demand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Ccmmittee of
the Whole to the bill or to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and smendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or withcut instructions.

The SPEAKER, The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
PEPPER.}

Mr. FEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the able gentleman from
California (Mr. DEL CLAwsON) pending
which I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, this rule
is the usual rule providing for an open
rule with 2 hours of general debate on
H.R. 5900, a bill protecting ths economic
rights of labor.

House Resolution 631 provides that it
shall be it order to consider the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute recom-
mended by the Committee on Education
and Labor, now printed in the bill as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment, under the 5-minute rule.

Mr. Speaker, as the committee report
in this matter makes it clear on page 3,
H.R. 5900 is necessary in order to over-
rule the decision of the U.S. Supreme
Court in the Denver Building Trades
Council decision. It that case as it ap-
pears in the report, 2 general contractor
in Denver named Doose & Lintner had
a contract with the Denver Building
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and French manufacturers. The environ-
mental group also noted that the draft EIS
lists the Concorde’s maximum range at 3,800
statute miles, and then goes on to state that
the distance from Paris to Dulles Alrport,
one of the proposed rotues, is 3,838 statute
miles. This discrepancy is a reflection of the
kind of Incomplete analysis upon which the
FAA 1s making a major decision. The argu~
ments for permitting the operation of the
SST in the U. S, are unsubstantiated; how-
ever, the arguments against it raise serious
guestions.

It is evident that the SST 1s a wasteful,
destructive and noisy machine. It uses three
times the fuel for each of its 100 to 125
passengers as the jumbo jets use for each of
their 200-400 passengers. Their widespread
use would certainly be an unnecessary ag-
gravation of the current energy shortage.
The emissions from the plane, which flies in
the stratosphere, where pollutants remain for
an inordinately long period, will have a de-
trimental effect on the ozone layer. The ozone
layer provides our only protection from dan-~
gerous ultraviolet radiation. Additional re-
serach into this efiect s certainly needed
before any decision can be made.

The low frequency noise the SST produces
on take-off spreads over & great distance and
dissipates slowly; however, the draft EIS is
devoid of any meaningful commentary on
the problems of noise dispersion, with in-
complete contour maps that do not consider
the low-~frequency rumble caused by ‘the
supersonic. aireraft.

Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment statistics have shown that nolse on
take-off and landing from only four SST
flights daily at JFK Airport in New York
City would place an additional 2,600 people
under conditions which the Department de-
scribes as “unacceptable.” Twenty-five flights
daily into that Airport would place yet an-
other 10,000 people under the same unac-
ceptable conditions. Though the structures
in which these people live may be able to
withstand these conditions, 1t is well docu-
mented that high noise and vibration levels
ean have a distressing effect on individuals.
The psychological damage to these people
that will result 18 incalculable.

The FAA has shown itself to be unwilling
to bar the SST from Unilted States Alrports,
and so it is up to the Congress to put a halt
to this blind, senseless technology which is
applied at the expense of the general public.
Putting both the airlines and the manufac-
turers on notice now that the environmental
destruction which the Concordes cause 1s too
great a burden for us to accept, will be an
effective method for preventing the further

construction and developrent of this waste-

ful machine. . .

Apart from the environmental concerns,
some questions have been raised regarding
the State Department’s handling of the issue
with the British and French governments. I
hope that these hearings will be able to shed
some light on this area, Many serious allega-
tions against former President Nixon, the
State Department, our ambassador to France,
Mr. Arthur Watson, FAA administrator John
Shaffer and against other high government
officials have been made, regarding the mak-
ing of unauthorized commitments to grant
permission for landings to Britaln and
France. Before any decision is made eoncern-
ing SST operations, we must look into these
charges, Were agssurances of U.S. operation
given by the FAA in clear violation of the
law requiring impact studies be performed?
Did President Nixon write to the British and
French Prime Ministers, as it is my under-
standing he did, indicatng that he would do
all he could to insure that the Anglo-French
Concorde be “treated equitably in the United
States”? I have written to President Ford
concerning letters possibly written by former
President Nizon to former Prime Minister
Heath and former President Pompidou on
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January 19, 1973, concerning White House
support for the Anglo-French Concorde. I
received in reply & letter stating that these
letters were unavailable because they were
subject to the Order of the United States
District Court in the case of Nizon v. Samp-
son, et al.

I am concerned that the Administration
had already made a decision regarding the

SST by the time those letter were written by .

Mr. Nixon on January 18, 1973, and that the
results of the forinal proceedings and tests
that are being underteken as part of the
decision making process will not be the de-
termining factor in the FAA's decision on
this issue. The Congress has a definite re-
sponsibility not to let the SST into this
country until these guecstions are answered,
especially In view of the dire environmental
consequences which the FAA has evidently
chosen to ignore. The FAA has also chosen to
ignore the wishes of Congress and the Ameri-
can people not to permit the SST to fiy in
this country which were clearly expressed 1n
1971 when further appropriations for an
American S5T were voted down.

While the State Department does admit
that it has assured the British and French
governments that the Concorde would be
treated “fairly in all aspects of U.S. Govern-
ment regulation,” it denies that any promises
have been made regarding landings in the
U.S.

Through these admissions, the State De-
partment attempts to make that argument
that the Congress must not prevent SST op-
erations in this country, because to do so
would be to go over the heads of the proper
government regulatory agencles, a move

which might be interpreted by the British’

and French as prejudicial treatment, and
thus possibly affect U8, trade with those
countries. However, we must look beyond
this very narrow view of the SST to what is
best for the citizens of the United SBtates. We
should remember that the Governments of
France and England were looking after their
own people when they closed thelr airports
at night, requiring preferential runways to
protect their people on the ground. Until it is
made clear exactly what type of commit~
ments President Nixon or President Ford may
have meaede regarding the SST, it will be very
difficult to fully understand the Btate De~
partment’s motives in making these pleas for
the SST. The guestions that have been raised
recently regarding State Department pres-
sure on the FAA to approve SST flights must
be investigated. We cannot allow polltical
considerstions to be introduced Into this
issue in a manner which may compromise
the National Environmental Policy Act. This
should be the only standard upon which the
deciston is based. Until all of the gquestions
regarding the FAA’s handling of the SST
have been satlsfactorily answered. I belleve
it 1s unconscionable that we could even seri-

ously ccunsider beginning SST operations in '

the United States.

TRUTH IN BUDGETING ACT OF 1975

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. BLANCHARD)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BLANCHARD. Mr. Speaker, the
93d Congress took a glant step forward
in passing the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974. This
act went a long way in returning to Con-
gress its rightful control over the budget.
If we are to remain a full and coegual
branch of Government, however, we must
go one step further.

Congress should not sacrifice its right
{0 review, expand, or contract programs.
Under the current budgetary mechanisin,

July 28, 1975

where detalled reviews are conducted
only for budgetary increases we have, in
effect, sacrificed our duty and power to
oversee the the Federal bureaucracy.
Congress must not only consider requests
for budgetary increases, but we must also
review all Federal spending.

Today, I am introducing the Truth in
Budgeting Act of 1975. This bill will re-
quire the Congress to evaluate and re-
view all Federal spending programs at
least once every 2 years. No longer will
programs be allowed to continue ad in-
finitum, without formal review. Admin-
istrators will now be required to justify
their programs’ existence on a regular
and continuing basis.

A good case can be made that some
programs, after a period of years, no
longer serve the purposes for which they
were intended and should probably be
discontinued. The proper route for such
pruning, however would be through =a
periodic review of programs by Congress
during the budget cycle rather than
through unilateral Presidential action
without the benefit of congressional
hearings or review.

The Truth in Budgeting Act of 1975
requires an evaluation of all Federal pro-
grams every 2 years from the ground up
to be conducted by the respective stand-
ing committee in the House and Senate.
The committees should determine, among
other things, whether the programs’ ob-
jectives remain relevant, whether the
methods used continue to be the best
possible methods considering the avail-
able funds, and whether the program is’
having a substantial impact and if net,
why not.

The results and recommendations aris-
ing from these reviews will then be sub-
mifted to the Budget Committees of the °
House and Senate. It is my belief that
with the increased information gener-
ated, Budget Committees as well as the
House and Senate will be far better able
to review the overall budget.

Currently, we in the Congress devote
the bulk of our time to studying new
programs and budgetary increases, This
bill will force both Federal agenciles and
Congress to conduct a detailéd examina-
tion of the total spending of a program,
not just the requested increase. The aca-
demics call it zero-base budgeting, I call
it good sense.

Zero-base budgeting would require
that each program be periodically re-
viewed and justified from the ground up.
Each program would be broken down in-
to discrete activities which are then de-
scribed in concise “decision packages.”
Each decision package enumerates al-
ternatives—and mutually exclusive—
ways of performing a given activity and
also specifies different levels—-incre-
ments—at which the activity could be
carried on. Both the alternatives and
increments for the activity, are evalu-
ated in terms of their probable costs and
benefits. They are also weighed against
other activities carried on by the Gov-
ernment, all of which have heen analyzed
in similar decision packages. With this
increased knowledge, Congress can then
select the activities, methods of pursuing
these activities, and levels of operation
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In 1972 we had the only reserve of
wheat in the world and instead of treat-
ing it as Maluable commodity and de-
manding it¥alue, the Department even
subsidized itWgale at an extremely low
price and theMglepariment kept secret
the increased deRRgnd due to bad weather
in the Soviet UnMg until big grain ex-
porters could buy ctMracts on the Board
ol Trade for severd@ hundred million
bushels at low »ricegl thus indirectly
iranstering the cost oMghis secrecy to
producers and local grain®ealers.

In 1975, it app2ars we e adequate
supplies of grain and the PRgsibility of
cornering the market is negliible espe-
cially in view of the fact thafMye now
nave a Commodities Commissio¥with
authority to keep the market honé¥ If
supply estimates hold up, an increas®ga
Soviet purchases of 10 million tons &

wheat and 10 millien tons of feed grains

will only prevent T.S. grain prices from
dropping to extremely low levels; but are
not likely to prevent prices from drop-
ping to lower levels than they were a
year ago.

While the information is eventually
emerging, this piecemeal issuance of un-~
derestimates and downplaying the world
demand by the Secretary of Agriculture
and his deputies has been very detri-
mental to the very people the Secretary
is supposed to represent. While constant-
ly minimizing the exitra demand for grain
during the past 3 weeks, the Secretary
has made it easier for big exporters to
hedge sales at lower prices. It has un-
doubtedly resulted in some producers
selling at a lower price than they needed
to. All this comes on top of the refusal of
the Secretary to make meaningful loans
on grain so farmers could hold grain and
wait for a better market.

I suppose: some confusion could be ex-
pected but a documentation of the state-
ments and actions of the Department in
the past 3 weeks indicates that the con-
fusion and statements have in every in-
stance been those which would be bene-
ficial to0 exporters and foreign buyers
rather than to produzers and grain deal-
ors in this country. "The very worst pos-
sible example of this kind of stewardship
was exhibited on July 24 when on the
very same cay that the Department is
publicly announcing that they believe the
Soviets have ended their current grain
buying, the Secretary of Agriculture at a
vrivate party indicates that he thinks
ourchases will be far in excess of any
estimates which have previously been
announced; and not until this conversa~-
iion was repeated throughout the next
session. of the Board of Trade did the De-
pvartment confirm that the Secretary’s
private statements indeed estimated far
sreater needs for the Soviet Union than
lid bis Department’s public report.

{ do not think we should any longer
sely upon the Secretsry of Agriculture
‘sluntarily securing sales reports from
itternational exporters. My bill H.R. 3281
‘hould be passed and the spotlight should
2 thrown upon the Department so that

ey will constantly keep people in this
-ountry inforrmed as to the world demand
.ad supply picture. We are very depend-
-t upon world trade for income in this
csuntry and for foreign credits for which
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to pay for oil. When secrecy prevent:
Americans from getting their full price
for their products, it results in this coun-
try having a larger deficit in its balane:
of payments because we then receive les:
for our exports.

This is a sorry performance as far a:
producers in this country are concernet!
and those millions of employees who de-
pend upon producer income for the sale
of the products they produce. I have
documented the basis for these state-
ments and I set it forth as follows:

July 7—There are press reports that bad
weather in the Soviet Union will result in
large sales of grain to the Soviet Union and
that they are.now negotiating for such pur-
chases.

July 8—The Department of Agriculture
issues 1ts weekly review of world farm pro-
duction and made no mention of the Soviet

h Narvest situation which would be a key fac~

gRr in determining how much grain Rus-
Rs might need.
the same date, Deputy Assistant Sec-
reta pf Agriculture Bell sasid he has no
evide the Soviets are going to buy large
quantiifghot U.S. grain.

People R@entified as hedging for large
grain comiNgles are seen buying on the
Board of in quantities which cause
others to belidWgk there is substance to the
Soviet Grain stofgiko story.

July 9——Secretalihof Agricuiture Butz in
answer to questioIfkby reporters says the
Soviets may have WEbuy U.S. grain this
year. R

July 11—Butz tells\@ienate Agriculture
Committee that the “upii range” of Soviet
grain sales is 10 million torfik

Bell quoted in Journal Commerce es
saying Soviets are expected Jfuy 3.8 to 5.1

million tons of corn. (Journalfg Commerce,
July 11, 1975). )

July 13—Reports received by Plne Mem-
bers of Congress from lower leWiAdmin-
istration sources indicate the Soviglh short:
Iall is likely to be 20 milllon tonsgAnsist-
ing of approximately one-half wh¥@ and

one-half feed grains. o

July 14—Butz quoted as eaying hdlHhe
lieves Soviets may buy up to 6 million ¥
of U.S. grain.

July 16——Bell says Cook will sell 2 miilig
tons of wheat to Soviets and Cargiil an-
nounces that its Geneva subsidiary will sell
Soviets 1.2 million tons of wheat.

July 17—The Department of Agriculture’s
Forelgn Agriculture Service reports on world
grain output expecsations and sald that the
Soviets may buy a net of 10 million tong of
foreign grain.

July 21—U.8.D.A. announces that Con-
tinental has sold 4.5 million tons of corn to
Soviets, most of it U.8. corn.

July 22—Cook announces that it plans to
sell another 1 milljon tons of wheat to So-
viets. i

July 23-—Butz says he belleves Soviets have
ended their current grain buying.

On the same evening Secretary Butz at-
tends a dinner party in Washington at which
it is later revealed he was quoted as saying
that the Soviets may be forced to purchase
as much as 29 milllon tons of foreign grain.

July 24—As the Board of Trade opens at
10:00 a.m, rumors of Butz's statement of
the night before caused a flurry of new buy-
ing and reporters pound the Department
with new inquiries.

After the Board of Trade has closed,
US.D.A. confirmed that Butz had com-
mented in private conversation the night
before that if weather continues to deterior-
ate Russia may buy as much grain in the
world market ag in 1972.

U.S.D.A. also now estimates that the So-
viet grain import needs have incressed by 5
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million tons and that they will reed 20 mil-
lion tons.

The Minneapolis Tribune reports that
Dreyfus has sold 4 million tons of corn %o
Soviets.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
brevious order of the House, the gentle~
man from Texas (Mr. GoNzaLEZ) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. GONZALEZ addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

D ————

STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO
THE CONCORDE SST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. ABzuG! is
recoghized for 30 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, as 2 mem-
ber of the Government Activities and
Aviation Subcommittee of the Govern-
ment Operations Committee, I partici-
pated in hearings held last week on the
FAA certification of the Concorde SST
for landings in this country. I submitted
testimony at those hearings and am in-
cluding that statement in the Recorp:

TESTIMONY OF BELLA S. ABZUG

Though the question of whether or not to
allow SST operations in the United States
nas been debated for some time, it is stiil a
iive and critical issue, and deserves the fo-
cussed attention of this Subcommittee.

We now find that the FAA is prepared,
«ven in the face of the most serious evidence
of environmental damage, to permit the Con=-
~orde SST to land on a regular commercial
basis in the United States at Dulles Airport
tear Washington and at JFK Airport in New
York, with five other East Coast airports as
slternates. In making this Irresponsible de-

ision, the FAA flies in the face of the Con-
sressional intent which was clearly expressed
when Congress voted down further appropri-
ations for an American SST some time ago.
‘fhere is overwhelming proven evidence
nzainst the FAA’s decision, which would

Al 'enefit only the handful of wealthy people
B/ 1o could afford the exorbitant fares neces-

y to support SST operstions. The well-
g of thousands of our citizens would
ISRy be prejudiced by permitting these air-
cralimto the United States. If the FAA will
b Mk 8 halt to this senseless plan, it be-
c:medggige duty of Congress to take the
proper @gon.

I have'lien among those who have volced

the many¥jections to the FAA draft En-
vironmentak pact Statement on the SST
landings, Environmental Protections
Agzency, too, gone on record as having

reservations codrning the effects of per-
mitting these plfiigs to operate in the U.S.,
ar.1 believes thatifibhe draft Impact State-
m~it does not contige sufficient information
to assess fully the GgMironmental impact of
th: proposed landingd

"“he Environmentaly
cornments on the draft}y
a Department of Transpd
Briof, dated December I
for public perusal but 1

pfense Fund, in its
S, brought to light
ption Information
B1073, not meant
overed 1n the

course of ltigation, whi ates In part,
asiderable organized advdfge public reac-
tlox can be expected if the C@korde is per-

mit ‘ed to operate into the U. ¥
the =xpected high noise levels.”

Some of the flaws in the EI nt the
Env.ronmental Defense Fund citedinclude
the fact that the data on noise in th#¥ Study
wer: not gathered by the FAA fitself, but
mez-ty reflect claims reported by the British

becanse of
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which appear to be in the best interests
of the Nation.

This bill calls for every Federal spend-
ing program to be reviewed each Con-
gress, ‘but this does not mean every Fed-
eral program will grind to a halt after 2
years. Just as it is absurd to let programs
continue indefinitely, it would be absurd
to arbitrarily end every program after 2
years.

A major shortcoming of previous pro-
posals for large-scale budgetary review
was that they provided for termination
of programs if Congress failed to conduct
review of those programs. Thus, pro-
grams could he quietly abolished simply
by not holding hearings. Under the
Truth in Budgeting Act, if hearings on
a program are not held, the program
would simply continue at the same level
of funding. Thus, good and hard fought~
for programs would not be abolished
without due process of review. -

Every Federal program will be subject
to review. In programs such as Inter-
est on the Federal debt or soclal security
where levels of Pederal spending are un-
controllable, only the administration of
the program need be reviewed. I am not
questioning the level of benefits, but
‘rather the efficiency In which they are
allocated.

The bill calls for the Congressional
Budget Office to conduct a 1-year study
and draw up the necessary forms. The
Budget Office will then conduct a 1-year
pilot program to resolve any difficulties.
After this 2~-year study period, the Truth
in Budgeting Act will be implemented
throughout the Government.

Mr. Speaker, this bill will transform
the budget Into a statement of cur-
rent, rather than past, national priori-
tles. No longer will we be locked into
programs with no required reviews. Con-
gress will conduct an ongoing review,
constantly updating the budget to fulfill
the current needs of the country.

This is not a spending bill, This is a
bill to control spending. The moment a
program is outdated, the moment a pro-
gram 1is duplicated by another agency,

the moment a program no longer has’

the expected impact, it will be reviewed.
No longer will programs continue to
operate that have long outlived thelr
function. I would conservatively esti-
mate that savings from this bill will run
into the billions.

The only question I have not discussed
is perhaps the most important. In theory
the concept of zero-base budgeting
sounds great, but is it viable in practice?
The answer is ‘“Yes.” The State of Geor-
gia successfully implemented zero-base
budgeting beginning in fiscal year 1973.
Texas has implemented zero-base budg-
eting for fiscal year 1976.

New Mexico, Illinois, and the city of
Honolulu are currently experimenting
with this technique. Zero-base budgeting
not only works in theory, but also, and
more importantly, it works in practice.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that zero-base
budgeting would impose a beneficial dis-
cipline on Federal budgeting. It would
shift the attention of administrators
from the objects of expenditures to the
purposes and functions of spending. It
would institute systematic procedures
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for evaluating the cost and benefits of
alternative methods of achieving a given
goal and possible levels of effort. It would
combine budgeting with the planning,
management, and decislonmaking proc-
esses.

It would identify duplicated efforts
and outdated programs. Finally, zero-
base budgeting would establish a basis
for budget cutting as opposed to the
additive process implicit in our current
incremental budgeting. ’

Just as the establishment of the Con-
gressional Budget Committees was not a
cure-all, neither will the new budgeting
mechanism of zero-base budgeting as
called for in the Truth in Budgeting Act,
be the only answer. Each of these hills,
however, brings Congress, and the Ameri-
can people, one step closer to controlling
the ever-increasing Federal bureaucracy
and its increasing budgetary demands.
For .the consideration of the Congress,
a text of the bill follows:

H.R. 8968
A bill to ame: ssional Budget

Act of 1974 to require full congressional

review of each Federal program once every

two years under zero-base budgeting pro-
cedures

Re it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Untied States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Truth in Budget-
ing Act of 1876".

SEec, 2. (a) Title VII of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 13 amended by lnserting
Immediately after the heading of the title
the Iollowing: .

“PART A—SPECIFIC REVIEW, EVALUATION,

AND RELATED FUNCTIONS",

(b) Title VII of such Act 1s further amend~
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new part:

“PART B—FULYL CCONGRFSSIONAL REVIEW OF ALL
FEDERAL PROGRAMS EVERY 'TWO YEARS
"“CONDUCT OF REVIEW BY STANDING COMMITTEES

“8ec, 711. (a) IN GENERAL~Each commit-
tee of the House of Representatives and the
Senate which has jurisdiction to report legls-
lation authorizing appropristions for any
Federal program shall conduct a comprehen-
sive review of such program, as though 1t
were being initially proposed for enactment,
at least once every two years. Such review
shall include or take Into account the mat-
ters specified in section 712, and shall be con-
ducted in the manner provided in section 713
In accordance with the schedule and guide-
lines prescribed under subsections (b) and
(c) of this section.

“(b) ScrepuvrE—~The Committees on the
Budget of the House of Representatives and
the Senate, acting jointly or in consultation,
shall dlvide the total Federal budget into
two equal dlvisions for purposes of review
under this part. Federal programs falling
into one such division shall be subject to
review under this section in even-numbered
years, and Federal programs falling into the
other such division shall be subject to such
review in odd-numbered years. Each pro-
gram shall be reviewed in the House of Rep-
resentatives snd the Senate in the same
year; and, to the maximum extent feasible,
comparable programs shall be placed in the
same division so that they may be reviewed
coricurrently.

“(¢) CGuDRLINES—~—The Director of the
Congressional Budget Office shall be respon-
slble for the implementation of this part. In
the. exercise of this responsibility he shall
establish guldelines for the conduct of the
review and related sctivities provided for in
this part, based on zero-base budgeting con-
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cepts-and incorporating zero-base budgeting
procedures, and shall prescribe the forms
and standards to be used in such review.

“‘CRITERIA FOR REVIEW

“Sec. 712, Each comprehensive review con~
ducted by a committee with respect to a
Federal program under section 711 shall in-
clude a detalled consideration of the past
experience under the program and & pro-
Jection of the expected future experience of
the program, & consideration of salternate
ways of carrying out the activities involved
and. alternative funding levels for such ac~
tivities, an evaluation of each such alterna-
tive in terms of its probable costs and bene-
fits, a«comparison of each such alternative
with other programs and activities In the
same or related fields, and an evaluation of
th eoverall success or failure of the program,
More specifically, it shall include considera-
tion of-—

“(1) whether the program objectives are
still relevant;

“(2) whether the method of the program
continues t0 be the best possible method for
the funds available; .

“(3) whether the program has had and
18 having any substantial impact on solving
the problems and objectives dealt with in the
program, and, if not, the reasons therefor;

“(4) whether and to what extent the pro-
gram Js being duplicated in another sector
of the economy, private or public; and

“(6) what portion of program funds goes
toward payroll.

TMETHOD OF REVIEW .

“BEc. 718. (*) IN GENERAL—The compre-
hensive review conducted by a committes
with respect to a Federal program shall fol~-
low the guildelines established by the Direc~
tor of the Congressional Budget Office under
section 711(c). Bach such review in any
year shall consist of a detalled analysis of
the Presldent’s budget request for the pro-
gram involved, carrled out through the con-
sideration of ’Decision Packages' (as de~
scribed in subsection (b)) which shall be
submitted to the Congress for purposes of
such review along with such budget request
a8 provided by section 201()) of the Budget
and Accounting Act, 1921,

“(b) DecistToN PackaAGeEs.—A Decision
Package is a detailed statement and analysis
of the funds and services needed to support
& Federal program at a particular level of
operations and activities. The Decision Pack~
ages to be submitted to the Congress and
included in a review of any Federal program
under this part shall be as follows:

“(1} A Minimum Level Decision Package,
expressing in terms of service and cost the
level of effort below which it is not feasible
or realistic to carry on the program at all.

“(2) A Base Level Decision Package, ex-
pressing in terms of service and cost the ac~
tual level of effort under the program dur~
ing the preceding fiscal year and no more.

“(8) A Workload Decislon Package, quali~

‘fying and explaining In terms of sexvice and

cost any additlonal funds being requested to
meet Increased workload at the functional
level under the existing program.

“(4) A New or Improved Decision Package,
qualifying and explaining in terms of service
and cost (A) any changes or improvements
being sought in existing operations or activi~
tles under the program, or (B) any new op~
erations or activities for which authorization
18 being sought wilthin the existing program.
Any request for a completely new program
or major functlon shall be reviewed through
@ separate series of Decision Packages (and
not as a part of a New or Improved Decl-
slon Package) notwithstanding any rela-
tionship it may have to one or more existing
programs or functions.

“REPORTS AND OVERALL REVIEW

“SEC. 714. Upon completing its review of a
Federal program under this part, each com-
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mittee of elther House shall submit to the
Committee on the Budget of that House a
fult report setting forth the results of such
review anid its recommendations arising
therefrom. The Committees on the Budget
of the two Houses, acting jointly or in con-
saltation sfter receiving and coordinating
all of such reports for any year, shall make
an overall review of all of the programs in-
volved and shall submit the results of such
review, together with its recommendations in
connection therewith, to the House of Rep-
resentatives. and the Senate.

“LIMITATION ON CONSIDERATION OF BUDGET IN-

CREASES IN ABSENCE OF REVIEW

“Src, 715. It shall not be in order in either
the House of Representatives or the Senate
+o consider any bill or resolution (or amend-
ment thereto) which authorizes appropria-
tions for any Federal program for any fiscal
year (or for any particular operation or activ-
ity within such program) in excess of the
appropriations made for that program (or
that operation or activity) for the preceding
fiscal year ualess that program has been the
subject of comprehensive review under this
part during the year in which ‘the bill or
resolution is being reported or in the pre~
secling year.

“MTI1:5CELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

“Sec. 716. (a) Committee Proceedings.—
fnsofar as possible, the committees of the
House of Representatives and the Senate
which have jurisdiction over any Federal
program shall conduct the review of such
program undsr this part at the same time.
'n eonducting any such study, such com-
mittees shall receive testimony and evidence
in hearings which shall be open to the pub-
lic; and any proceedings or hearings held
in the conduct of such review by the com-
mitvees Involved may be hekd jointly.

“19) Information to be Transmitted by
#ixecutive Branch.—Prior to the conduct by
any committee of the review of a Federal
program under this part, the head of the
department or agency of the Government
which admin'sters such program (or any
part thereof) shall transmit to the commit-
tee (along with or separately from the
Dectsion Packages submitted as required by
section 201(}) of the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1921) a detalled description of such
program (or vpart), including a statement
identifying, evaluating, and ranking in
order of importance each operation or ac-
sivity which 15 performs under or in con-
nection with such program.

“{c) UNCONTROLLABLE FEXPENDITURES.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of this
part, review of any Federal program under
sorticn 711 shall be limited to the admin-
istration of the program, and shall not in-
olnide consideration of the level of effort
ander the program, to the extent that the
program  invelved Federal expenditures
which are uncontrollable as determined in
secordance with the guidelines established
by the Director of the Congressional Budget
Onfice under section 711(c).”

{¢) The table of contents in section 1 of
ine Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 is amended by inserting
immediately before the item relating to
saction 701 the following:

‘ParT A~—SPECTH'IC REVIEW, EVALUATION, AND
R¥LATED FUNCTIONS™,

and by inserting: immediately after the itera

rofating to section 703 the following:

“Part B—FULL ('CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF ALL

fiprrRAT. PRCGRAMS BYFRY Two YEaARS

Tes 711 Conduet of veview by standing
sommittees.

Criteria for review.

Method of review.

Reports and overall review,

712
. T18.
“ 7i4
“ites, 716,

Limitation on consideration of
budizet increases in absence of
review.

“rec. 7.6, Miscellaneous provisions.”
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Szc. 3. (a) Section 2 of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Contrc: Act of
1974 is amended by striking out “ani” at the
end of paragraph (4), by striking out the
period at the end of paragraph (5) and in-
gerting in llen thereof “; and”, an: by in-
serting after paragraph (5) the 1:llowing
new paragraph:

““(6) to provide for regular compr: hensive
review by the Congress of all Fede:-al pro-
grams under zero-base budgeting proce-
dures.”.

{b) Clause 1(e}(3) of Rule X of ti:z Rules

of the House of Representatives, an:. clause
1(r) (2) of Rule XXV of the Standir ; Rules
of the Senate, are each amended—
(A) by striking out "and” at the end of
subdivision (C), . ’
(B) by striking out the period at he end
of subdivision (D) and inserting :n lieu

thereof *'; and”; and

(C) by adding after subdivision (D) the
following new subdivision:

“(B) to perform the functions w..h re-
spect to the comprehensive review of "ederal
programs which are provided for in s:ctions
711(b) and 714 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974.”

(c) Section 202 of the Congre sional
Budget Act of 1974 ix amended by adding
at the end thereof the following ne - sub-
section:

“(h) COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW OF F ‘DERAL
ProcrAMs.—The Director, through th: per~
sonnel of the Office, shall exercise re::;onsi-
bility as provided in part B of title V'II for
the implementation and conduct of th-: con-
gressional review of Federal programs ndet
that part.”

(d) Section 308(c) of such Act is anr-nded

by adding at the end thereof (after ar:d be-
low paragraph (3)) the following nev. sen-
tence:
“Quch report shall also indicate the ¥F-deral
programs which are scheduled to be th« sub-
Ject of comprehensive congressional rev. 2w at
various times during the period cover.d by
the preceding sentence.”

{e) Section 201 of the Budget anc Ac-
counting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 11), is am«aded
by adding at the end thereof the foll. wing
new subsection:

“(}) The Budget transmitted pursua .4 to
subsection (a) for each fiscal year, begii 1ing
with the fscal year ending June 30, 976,
shall include or be accampanied by a . =ries
of Decislon Packages (as described in se- tion
713(b) of the Congressional Budget A  of
1974) with respect to each Federal pro.ram
for which funds are requested therein; and
copies of such Decision Packages with re:nect
to any Federal program shall at the ..ame
time be submitted to the commitiees o¢ the
House of Representatives and Senate haing
jurisdiction over such program, and tc the
Director of the Congressional Budget Ofi we.”

() Section 204(b) of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1970 (31 U.S.C. 1164: »))
is amended by striking out “and” at the »nd
of paragraph (1), by striking out the pe-
riod at the end of paragrach (2) and ins ‘rt-
ing in lieu thereof “; and”, and by inser .ng
immediately after paragraph (2) the foll w-
ing new paragraph:

“(3) assist such commuctee or joint ¢ in-
mittee in the conduct of its comprehen ..ve
review functions under part B of this tii 2"

Szc. 4. (a) Subject to subsections (b) .nd
{c), the amendments made by this Act sl.all
become effective on January 1, 1977.

(b) As soon as poessible after the date of
the enactment of this Act the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office shall ¢oa~
duct a study to determine the best meth: ds
for implemeunting the provisions of part B
of title VII of the Congressional Budget .12t
of 1974 (as sdded by section 2 of this Ac'),
and shall prepare the necessary forms or
implementiny such provisions. During i:.e
calendar year 1976; on the basis of su h
study, the Director shall conduet 2 pilot pr i~
aram designed to place some or all of sn h
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provisions in actual practice in a limited
way for the purpose of identifying and re-
solving any problems or difficulties waich
might be involved in such implementation;
and any of such provisions which ma: be
@pecified and reported to the House of Fep-
resentatives and the Senate by the Dire:tor
for purposes of such pilot program shall (to
the extent necessary for such program) be-
come effective on January 1, 1976 (or on s ich
later date during 1976 as the Director iaay
specify).

{c) Bection 715 of the Congressicnal
Budget Act of 1974 (as added by section o of
this Act) shall not be effsctive before Jin-
uary 1, 1978.

STATE COURTS IMPROVEMENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentie-
man from New Jersey (Mr. RopiNo) is
recognized for 10 minutes. )

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I am tod.iy
introducing the State Courts Improve-
ment Act, legislation dealing with some
of the most difficult proklems facing the
Nation’s criminal justice system.

I am introducing the bill at the request
of the Conference of Chief Justices, an
organization representing the highest ju-
dicial officers of the States and territo-
ries. I am confident it will stimulate dis-
cussion of the issues, which are central
to the operation of the Federal Goverr -
ment's most ambitious program to de:l
with crime.

The bill was drafted by the Confer-
ence’s Committee on Federal Funding cf
the State Courts, chaired by Chief Jus-
tice Howell T, Heflin of Alabama. It :-
based on more than 6 years’ experience ¢f
State and local courts with operations of
the Law Enforcement, Assistance Admin -
istration, and its State planning agen-
cies, under the Omnibus Crime Contra:
and Safe Streets Act of 1968.

The legislation has been endorsec
in principle by the American Bar As.
sociation and has been approved by the
Advisory Council of the National Cente:
for State Courts which includes repre-
sentatives of 20 national judicial an¢
law-related organizations such as the
ABA and the American Judicature
Society.

There can be no question but that the
State and local courts, which must han-
dle some 95 percent of the Nation’s
rapidly expanding criminal case load, are
now in urgent need of help. It is also
apparent that the courts, given the con-
stitutional doctrine of separation of pow-
ers, have unique problems under the
Safe Streets Act since they must appoeal
to State executive branch agenecies in
seeking Federal funds allocated to Siate
criminal justice agencies.

The State Courts Improvement Act is
an effort by State court officials to deal
with their problems, insofar as they can,
by correcting deficiencies they see after
extensive experience with the Safe
Streets Act.

Briefly, the bill establishies a flexible
formula to assure adequate LEAA fund-
ing of the courts. It also would require
judicial participation to assure the com-
prehensive criminal justice planning en-
visaged by the Congress when it passed
the Safe Streets Act. I am certain the
bill will be helpful to the Congress when
the Subcommittee on Crime begins over-
sight hearings on LEAA late this year
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Senate Action Pegged to Cost of Living

Federal Executive Pay Boosts Voted

* By Spehcer Rich
Washington Post Staff Writer
The Senate, with strong backing

from President Ford, approved legis-

lation last night granting automatic
annual cost-ofliving increases to mem-
bers of Congress, federal judges, the
Vice President, members of the Cab-
inet and other top-level federal execu-
tives. The vote was 58 to 29.

The pay increase, which will go to
about 17,000 persons, was tacked onto
a minor, House-passed bill dealing
with postal matters and must go back
to the House for a vote there before
it can become law. .

Sens. Gale W. McGee (D-Wyo.) anct
Hiram L. Fong (R-Hawaii), the chair-
man and senior Republican on the
Post Office. and Civil Service Coml-
wittee, said members of Congress and

wp federal cxecutives havent had a

pay raise sinee 1969, while the cost
of living has risen 47.5 per cent since
then. They said the bill wor’t close
the gap, but at least will guarantee
that as the cost of living rises further,
Congress, judges and‘ top federal work-
ers will get what amounts to cost-of-
living increases. )

Under the formula in the bill, those
covered by it will receive the same per-
centage increase each October as the
President recommends, under feéderal
pay “comparability” statutes, for lower-
level civil servants. This year’s boost
could range from 5 per cent to 8.6 per
cent, but President Ford has indicated
he wants to trv to keep it to & per
cent.

Sen. D-Ala), a

James B. Allen

strong opponent of the pay increases,
“I do not helieve that we

argued:
would be acting in the besl interests
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Jangry, and they killed a raise

to vote themselves pay in-
creases lest the public get

last . year before the election.
This year, wilh an election
s5till 15 months away, a solid
majority favored the raise.
Fong and McGee said the con-
gressional salary of $42,500 is
now worth only $28,815 in puyr-
chasing power ecompared with
1969.

The bill wouldn't affect
presidential pay, but would
cover most other highlevel
federal executives, as well as
Congress and judges. Mr.
Ford, in a letter to the Senaté,
said the government is losing
some of its best executives and
judges because their salaries
have been frozen at the same
levels for years.

If the bill is passed and the
increase this October turns out!
to be 5 per cent, the added cost
for salaries in all categories
will be about $34 million, At
8 per cent, it would be $40.7

of the image of Congress at this time
of recession and inflation to try to
rush in and set up a builtin annual
salary inerease for members of Con-
gress.”

An Allen move to kill all the raises;
however, was beaten, 57 to 30, and a
narrower Allen amendment wiping out
the congressional raises but leaving
those for other groups was defeated,
61 to 25. An amendment by Robert
Taft Jr. (R-Ohio) to let Congress get
the first cost-of-living raise this fall
but then bar it from further automatic
increases also was defeated, 74 to 12

On passage of the bill, Harry Flood
Byrd Jr. (Ind-Va.) voted no: all other
Virgini‘a and Maryland senators voted
yes.

Members of Congress usually fear
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: efforts of the United Nations to rid the.
globe of racism by eroding any true con-
sensus on this critical issué. The resolu-
tion asserts that Israel is an expression
of “racial” coheslon when, in fact, that
nation is united by a religlous and cul-
tural affinity. Such one-way morality,
dictated by a bloc of regimes, serves only
to. destroy the faith of the American
people in the Institution optimistically~
named the United Nations.

I have joined Senator HumpPHREY and
my other colleagues in the Senate in co-
sponsoring Senate Resolution 288, & for-

‘mal condemnation of the United Na-
tiohs’ resolution that classifies Zionism
as “a form of racism.” Further, I have
today joined Senators Packwoopn and
Humrurey in a resolution which de-
nounces the action of the General As-
sembly and moves to investigate the im-
blications of this vote with respect to.
our U.N. activities. Finally, it is my sin-
cere hope that the worthy efforts of the
U.N. will not be hindered by those vent-
ing rage against one of the oldest, and
most venerable, nations represented
there. .

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I want to
express briefly my strong support for
Senate Concurrent Resolution 73, con-
demning the passage In the United Na-
tions Genersl Assembly of a resolution
‘characterizing Zionism as racist. I do not
believe that the Congress of the United
States can state too strongly its repug-
nance ab this infamous and immoral act.
It is repugnant to the letter of the char-
ter of the United Nations, and it is re-
pugnant to the moral character of those
civilized peoples for whom the United
Nations is supposed to be a forum for
peace and the advancement of humanity.

I want, particularly, to endorse that

provision of this concurrent resolution -

which “calls for an energetic effort by
all those concerned with the adherence
of the United Nations to the purposes
stated in its charter to obtain reconsid-
eration” of this action by the General
Assembly. As Representatives of the
-American people, I believe that the Con-
gress is intimately. concerned in the
achievement of this end; and it-is my
hope that we continue actively to seek
it. Because, until the effect of this inim-
ical act is totally expunged, its stain will
continue fto color whatever future ac~
tions, however beneflcial, that are under-
taken by the General Assembly.

Mr. President, there is little that we
can find pleasing about -this resolution;
but, if there is anything, it is that a large
anumber of nations opposed it. Particu-
larly pleasing is the large number of Af-
rican nations who, despite the undoubted
pressure placed upon them, refused to
support this act of the extremists. On
the other hand, I was surprised anc ex-
tremely disappointed that such nations
as Portugal, Cyprus, Turkey, and Mexico
- joined those who would so demean the
United. Nations in pursuit of their own
political aims. :

‘The concurrent resolution dedicates
this Congress to continue its opposition
" to this regrettable act. In so doing, per-
haps we can also work to restore some
measure of substance and credibility to
the severely tainted image of the United
Nations. :

Mr, KENNEDY, Mr. President, yester-

to equate Zionism with racism: and in
doing so, it compromised the principles
ori which the United Nations was
founded 30 years ago.

I am deeply distressed and concerned
by ‘this action. It denies the historic role
played by the United Nations in the cre-
ation of the State of Israel. It can only
serve to undermine both the capacity of
the United Nations to play an effective
role in meeting issues critical to the fu-
ture of mankind, and its inability to pro-
mote the principles on which it was
founded. And it once again brings
racism back as a method of statecraft.

Yesterday's vote was not unexpected.
But even this action in the General As-
sembly cannot damage the heritage of
the Israeli people which has endured—
under greater challenges—for thousands
of years.

I do not rise to condemn the United
Nations. To do so would be a tragic mis-
take. It is not the U.N. which instigated
yesterday’s vote—it Is those member
states which favored the passage of this
resolution that rightfully deserve to be
the target of our protests. To denigrate
the concept of an internationdl cornmu-
nity of nations—embodied in the U.N.—
is to subscribe to the very philosophy of
those States which instigated the passage
of this resolution. I hope—despite the
anger of the American people—that our

support of the United Nations will not

diminish.

In recent years, the United Nations
has increased in importance, both in its
peacekeeping activities, and in its role
as a forurn for debate and decision of
major issues relating to the restructur-
ing of the global economy. Both of these
functions are important for all members
of the United Nations; and the impor-
tance of these functions is further argu-
ment for isolating that organization
from efforts to pervert both its goals and
the charter itself.

Since the U.N., General Assembly’s
Third Committee voted on the resolu-
tion, thoughtful voices have been raised
around the world, counseling against this

renewal of racist attitudes that the reso- °

lution itself pretends, wrongly, to con-
demn. Yesterday, 35 nations, including
the United States, understood the wis-
cdom of rejecting a return to racism. But
72 others failed to heed the voices of wis-
dom and true humanitarian concern. By
doing so, they have seriously damaged the
reputation and the capacity for leader-
ship of an institution upon which many
of these same nations rely in their quest
for justice and development.

In a8 more immediate sense, this reso~
lution undermines another key principle
of the United Nations: its commitment to
peace. This resolution can only jeopardize
the cause of peace in-the Middle East, by
introducing a new source of division and
discord, at the very {ime that so many
people, there and elsewhere, are seeking
to end a generation of conflict. To be
united in the cause of peace should be
the primary task of U.N. member states;
and  yesterday’s resolution is a threat

“to that vital cause.

Mr. President, if mankind is to move
beyond those atitudes of hatred and prej-
udice that have so marred its history,
and that have brought untold suffering

Approved For ReloareAf0I0RAL : RIRBRETZMIXAIRI0110020R0RAber 11, 1975

day, the UN, General Assembly voted

and grief to so many people of so many
races, creeds, ethnic groups, and re-
lgions, then the institution in which the
hopes of people throughout the world are
invested—the United Nations—must it-
self set the example. Yesterday, the rep-

_resentatives of 72 nations failed to do so.

We in the United States, in a country
which itself has suffered the blight of
racism, must condemn this action, and
do what we can both to minimize its ef-
fects and try at every opportunity to re-
store the United Nations to the high
road of principle and practice that is
so vital for that institution—and for all
mankind.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of the recess, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho be recognized.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, if is so ordered.

RECESS FOR 2 MINUTES

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will now stand in recess
for 2 minutes.

The Senate, at 12:256 p.m., recessed
until 12:27 p.m., whereupon, the Senate
reassembled when called to order by the
Acting President pro tempore (Mr.
FoRrD) .,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) is recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. ROTH. Will the Senator yleld for
30 seconds?

 Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished Senator from
Delaware.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 74—SUBMISSION OF A CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION TO RE-
DUCE FEDERAL TRAVEL EX-
PENSES

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send to the
desk a concurrent resolution to reduce
Federal travel expenses, and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be placed on the
calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am today
submitting legislation calling for the

"President to take immediate steps to re-

duce Federal spending on travel and
transportation by Federal employees by
at least 10 percent. Immediate action by
the President to implement a reduction
in Federal travel spending will result in
a savings of more than $230 million this
fiscal year.

Last December, Congress adopted my
amendment for a 10 percent across-the-
board cutback of all Federal travel ex-
penditures. However, after 2 months of
bureaucratic complaints and claims that
the travel cufback had hampered vital
Government services, Congress rescinded
the travel amendment, at a cost to the
taxpayers of $160 million. My objective

-was to eliminate the unessential and

wasteful travel expenses, and I regret
the unwillingness of the executive

Ap.proved For Release 2005/04/13 : CIA-RDP77M00144R001100200009-2



Approved For Release 2005/04/13 : CIA-RDP77M00144R001100200009-2

November 11, 1975

(1) Five members appocinted by the Presi-
dent of the United States, of whom two shail
be emplcyees of the United States holding a
position not above grade GS-16 of the Gen-~
eral Schedule under section 5332 of title b,
{rnited States Coce, or equivalent grade.

(2) Five membe:s appointed by the Presi-
dent of the Senate, of whom two shall be
Members of the Senate; and N

(3) Filve members appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, of
whom two shall be Members of the House.

() One of the Members of the Senate ap-
pointed under subdsection (a)(2) and the
Members of the House appointed under sub-
section {a)(3), not more than three such
Members in each instance shall be from the
same poiltical party. Except as provided in
subsection (2), all members of the Commis-
sion sha.l be apponted from private life.

(¢) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
not affect its powers but shall be filled in
the same manner in which the original ap-
pointment was made.

{d) The Commission shall elect a chalr-
man and a vice chairman trom among its
members.

{a} A quorum of the Commission shall
conglst of seven members, except that the
Commission may =2stablish a lower number
a8 a quorum for the purpose of taking sworn
testimony. . -

NUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

Sgc. 8. (a) It shall be the duty of the Com-
mission to conduct a full and complete study
and investigation of the United Nations, and
she nature and ex.ent of United States par-
ticipation therein.

{b) The Comm ssiton shall, from time to
time, and in a final report, report the results
of its study and investigation and submit
its recommendation to the President and the
Congress. The Commission shall submit a
final report not later than one year after the
appointraent of all merabers of the Com-
mission.

POWERS 01" THE COMMISSION

sue. 4. (a) The Commission may, In carry-
ing out its duties under this Act, sit and
act at such times £nd places, hold such hear-
ings. take such testimony, require by sub-
pena or otherwise the attendance of such
witnesses and the production of such books,
papers, and documents, administer such
oaths, have such printing and binding done,
and make such expenditures as the Com-
misston deems advisable. Subpenas shall be
issued under the signature of the chairman
or any rcember of the Commission designated
by him and shall be served by any person
designated by th2 chalrman or any such
member. Any member of the Commission
may administer oaths or affirmations to wit-
nesses appearing before the Commission.

{b) Any United States district court with-
in the jurisdiction of which any inquiry is
carried on, may, vpon petition by the Com-
mission, in case of refusal to obey a subpena
or order of the Conmimission issued under sub-
section 1a) of this section, issue an order
requiriny complience therewith; and any
failure to obey the order of the court may be
punished by the court as-a contempt thereof.

{¢) Subject to such rules and regulations
as may be adopted by the Commission, the
chairman shall have the power to—

{11 appoint and fix the compensation of
an executive director, and such additional
staff personnel as he deems necessary, with-
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments in the
competizive service, and without regard to
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53
of such title relating to classification and
General Schedule pay rates, but at rates not
in excess of the maximum rate for GS-18
of the (ieneral Schedule under section 5333
of such title; and

{2) procure temporary and Intermittent
services to the same extent as is authorized

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

by section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
but at rates not to exceed $125 a day for
individuals.
COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF THE
COMMISSION

Sec. 5. (a) (1) The members of the Com. -
mission who are Members of the Congre:ss
shall serve without additional compensatior:.
The membhers of the Commission who ars
officers or employees of the United State:
shall serve without additional compensatioy
but shall continue to receive the salary ¢!
their regular position when engaged in th:
performance of the duties vested in th=~
Commission.

(2) A member of the Commission other
than one to whom paragraph (1) applies
shall receive $125 per diem when engage:l
in the actual performance of the dutbies
vested In the Commission.

(b) All members of the Cominission sha !
be reimbursed for travel, subsistence, an<i
other necessary expenses incurred by ther:
in the performance of the <dutles vested 1
the Commission.

EXPENSES OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 8. There are authorized to be apprc-
priated such sums as may be necessary t-
carry out the provisions of this Act.

EXPIRATION OF THE COMMISSION

frc. 7. The Commission shall cease to exist
thirty davs affter the submission of its fine?
report.

THE UNITED STATES IN THE U.N.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, today w:
are all very deeply disturbed by the pas-
sage in the United Nations General As-
sembly of a resolution which seeks t=
equate Zionism with racism. This absur:!
formulation refiects badly on the judg-
ment of those nations which supporte:!
it, for it only makes more difficuit th:
achievement of an atmosphere of trust
which is a prerequisite for peaceful reso-
lution of Mideast problems.

It is understandable that despair ove-
this hostile action has brought strons
reactions in our country where the peo-
ple of Israel are held in such high regarc.
I myself am bitterly disappointed that ::
majority in the General Assembly shoul:l
take an action so counterproductive t:
Mideast peace, so harmful to the Unite«
Nations, and so insulting to the Jewisl:
people.

Yet, even at this time when emotion-s
are running high, it is important to not:
that the resolution was passed by a ma-
jority of the representatives of UN.
member states, not really by the UN.
itself. The U.N. as an institution has not
made a policy pronouncement. Rathe:
the U.N. has been tarred by this brusi:
carried by 72 member states, the radicat
leaders of whom deserve the blame fc-
this resolution.

As we consider the future U.S. role i:
the U.N. General Assembly, we should
bear in mind that a U.S. withdrawsl
from Assembly deliberations would onl;
leave the Assembly in more complet:
control of those nations which hav:
chosen to politicize that body. Moreove: .
if the United States should end its par-
ticipation in the Assembly, who would
stand up to promote, explain, clarify an:i
defend the policies of the United States?
In those circumstances. what world
power would stand up to urge fairnes:
for Israel?

It is my profound belief that th=
United States should stay in the Unitei
Nations and in every element of it, in-

S 19601

cluding the General Assembly and the
specialized agencies, We should stay and
fight for our views, for our interests. for
our position, for our principles. I can
think of no greater folly than to abardon
any element of the United Nations to
those whose purposes are antithetical to
our own.
WHAT IS ZIONISM?

Mr. BIGEN. Mr. President, I would like
to sdy a few words about the United Na-
tions General Assembly’s adoption of &
resolution equating Zionism with racism,
on November 10, 1975.

Only a few weeks ago, a commmittice of
the General Assembly of the United
tions adopted Resolution 2159, portions of
which sought to eguate Zionism with
racism. A few days later, on October 21,
I cosponsored Senate Resolution 288 that
strongly condemned the U.N. resolution.
Senate Resolution 288 urged the United
Nations General Assembly to disapprove
Resolution 2158 whose obvious purpose
was to attack and condemn the Sta‘e of
Israel in a most heinous and abhorrent
manner.

Yesterday, a majority of the delecates
w0 the United Nations Genheral Assembly
made a mockery out of the charter of
this international organization. By a vote
ol 72 to 35 the General Assemhly adopted
Resolution 2158.- Article I of the Charter
of the United Nations states the purposes
of the organization as follows:

'Fo develop friendly relations among na-
ttons based on respect for the principle of
equal rights and self-determination of pea-
ples, and to take other anpropriate me:ssures
to strengthen untversal peace;

To. achieve international co-operaticon in
solving International! problems of an eco-
nomic, socijal, cultural, or humanitarian
character, and in promoting and encoiirag-
irg respect for human rights and for funda-
mental freedoms for all without distinction
as to race, sex, language, or religion; ard

To be a center for harmonizing the aciions
of netions in the attainment of these com-
mon ends:

The U.N. resolution condemning zion-
ism, is a stupid one. The U.N. is weak-
ened by its passage. The 72 nations that
supported this resolution need the U.N.
more than we big powers do. In the long
run it will hurt them more thar the
United States, the Soviet Union or
China.

Racism is a singularly evil and vici-
ous force, which should be condenined
where it is practiced. Zionism on the
other hand, is a national movement that
had as its genesis the creation of a
Jewish state in Palestine- in the late
19th century. Theodor Herz, often con-
sidered the father of Zionism pioneered
this movement during a period of viclent
anti-semitism in BEurope. Zionism ad-
vocated the return of Jews to present
day Israzel.

I have today joined in cosponscring
a resolution, Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 73 which was adopted by the
Senate on November 11, condemning the
General Assembly vote.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, the U.N.
General Assembly’s approval of the
Arab-inspired resolution which equates
Zionism with racism is an utterly sense-
less and intolerable act. I patently decry
this resolution because it thwarts the

€
&
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hranch to even attempt to Impose budget
restraints in this area without jecpardiz-
ing legitimate Government activities, As
I said then on the Senate floor, the re-

eal of the travel amendment produced
the sad spectacle of the Government ask-
ing the American people to make sacri-
fices when the ¥ederal Government is
showing no willingness at all to tighten
its own belt.

Although. the administration was
adamantly opposed to my travel amend-
ment last year and worked for its repeal,
I am hopeful that the President will sup-
port this travel cut. The President has
asked for a substantial cutbhack in Fed-
eral spending, and with his cooperation,
the President and Congress can work to-
gether to make reductions in an area of
substantial Government waste.

Therefore, the legislation that I am
introducing today would call on the Pres-
ident, through hils OMB Director, to take
steps to reduce Federal travel by 10 per-
cent, taking care to insure that the cut-
backs do not disrupt vital Government
services or the movement of military
personnel.

Because of the difficulties involved in
legislating an across-the-hoard travel
cut, this legislation is in the form of a
concurrent resolution expressing the
sense of Congress that immediate steps
be taken by the President to reduce ¥ed-
eral travel expenses.

According to the fiscal 1976 budget
estimates, the Federal Government will
spend $2,314,371,000 on. travel and trans-
portation of Federal employees, and & 10
percent cutback would achieve a savings
for the taxpayers of more than $230 mil-
lion. This reduction of %230 million will
still allow the Government to spend as
much on travel as it did in fiscal years
1975 and 1974, when it spent $2.1 billion
and $2.0 billion respectively.

And while T do anticipate objections
from virtually all executive branch de-
pariments and agencles, I am convinced
that a substantial amount of waste can
be cut from the travel budgets of many
of our departments and agencies.

For example, the projected percentage
increases for the travel budgets of many
depcu*t'neuh and agencles are, in my
opinion, excessive and unjustifiable,

‘The Agriculture Department is plan-
ning to spend $90,048,000 in fiscal 19786,
a Z25-percent increase over flscal 1973
spending for travel,

The Veterans' Administration wlll
spend $74,521,600 this year on travel ox-
pensas, o 25-percent increase over fiscal
1975 and o 40-percent increase over {is-
il 1974 spending.

The Secret Service will spend $10,-
916,000 in fiscal 1876 on travel, an in-
crease of 54 percent over fiscal 1975
travel spending.,

And the Selective Service System, op-
eraling on a standby basis since the
draft was eliminated, will s_pend 31,
640,000 on travel, an increase of more
than 60 percent over last year's travel
budget.

These are not the only departments
and agencies with large travel budvets.
The Df'teu se Departme will &
177,849,000 1 fiscal 1(%30 ileiﬂlebx

portion of these funds spent on chiange

Enpmrtmen [ I? Justice.

of station travel for mllitary personnel.
"I'his legislation s not intended to disrupt
the movement of milltary pexsonnel, but
it is also not intended to exempt the De-
parbment from trimming the fat in its
travel budgets. ’

The Department of Yealth, Xduca-
tion, and Welfare has a travel budget of
$75,027,000, including $22,501,000 for the
Social Security Administration .

Other travel budgets include $84,-
737,000 for the Treasury Department,
$74,042,000 for the "T'ransportation De-

‘partment, $63.832,000 for the Interior De-

partment, and $34,417,060 for the State
Departinent.

In addition to the well-known depari-
ments and agencies, a variety of 63 com-
missions and boards will spend $90,-
419,000 on travel in fiscal 19786.

And although the legisiative and judi-
cial branches ol Government account for
less than 1 percent of the spending on
Federal travel, my travel legislaiion will
also apply to these two branches.

If the President is serious about re-
ducing Government speading, he will en-
dorse my efforts to cut Goverument, travel
spending. 1f the Government expects the
American peovle to sacrifice, then the
Government must be willing to sacrifice.

We must act immediately to cut back
unnecessary Government costs, reduce
the duplication of Federal programs, and
trim the administrative expenses of Goy~
ernment. And as a first step, we must re-
duce Government travel expenses by 10
percent and save the American taxpayers
$230 million & vear.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the concurrent resolution and a taole
listing the estirnated travei costs for the
departments and agencies be printed in
the RECORD,

There being no objection, the material
was ordered {o be printed in the Recory,
as follows:

5. Con. RFs. '3

Resolved by thz Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring),

That the President, through the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget,
shall take immediate steps to restraln the
inflationary impact of ¥Federal expenditures
and to conserve the use of energy by ordering
a reduction of Federal travel expenditures by
b least 10 percent; and

That these steps shall include such pro-
vislons as are aecessary %o insure that such
reductions are aliocated 5o os nob Lo disrapt
the provision of vital povernmental services
or the organized troop movement of military
personnei, and

That the Prestdent is reguasied to suhrald
to Caongress, within 30 Zays of adoption of
this Resolution by the Sevnate ad tiwe House
of Representaiives a report outlining his
actions,

Lravel and trmv :/J(Jit('lf()’h costs

Agency: Fis i year 1076
Yeglslative Lraachooo oo ... 14, bG8
Thf‘ Judleiary. .. ._ R 9,939
Iixecutlve Otlice ot t‘w l’ru&.l(ienc 1,315

Funds appropriated to ihe Pres.x

dent L 24,03
Departisnt of Agriculeure........ $0, 049
Department of Commerce ... . 246, 117
Department of 1’!v>fense———military- 1, 477, 889

Department of Lefense—elytl_ 317,518
Department of ffealth, Education,
and Welfare. 75, 027
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Department of State._ .. _____ — 34, 417
Department of the Treasury 82,73
Energy Research and Uevelopment
Administration - ______________ 8, 020
Environmentsl Protection Agency.. 12, 800
Department of Transportation_.__ 74, 043
General Services Admlaistration._ 10, 887
Department of Houslng and Urban
Development ..o ___ . ____. 16, 448
National Aeronautics and ‘»pacu
Admlnistration 17,822
Veterans’ Administration.__ 74, 521
Other independent azencles 90, 419

2,314,871

T b

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un-
der the specnl orders, I believe the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho is now
to be recognized.

The ACTING PRESIDENT oro tem-
pore. He has been recognized. and he
yvielded to the Senator from Delaware
for a unanimous-consent request.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that I have 15 min-
utes as well, -

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
vield my 15 minutes to the dlst,mgmshed
Senator from Idaho.

The ACTING PRESIDENT vro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is 80 ordered.

The Senator from Idaho may proceed,

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senators
very much for their courtesy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous coni-
sent that Mr. Lock Johnson be granted
privilege of the floor during the presen-
tation of this address,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

. pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

AN IMPERATIVE FOR THE CIA: PRO-
FESSIONALISM FREE OF POLITICS
AND PARTISANSHIP

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, “For ve
shall know the truth and the truth shall
make yvou Iree.” Soread the words carved

In white marble ut the entrance to the -

Central Intelligence Agency. It is a noble
Biblical thought. ctinsen by Allen Dulles
when he was Qirector of the CTA perhaps

to remind his colleagues of Lheir ulti-
m:m\ burpose: the creation of oblective
intelligence.

Objectivity ought to be the hallinark
of every public trust. As chairmoan of the
Senate Select Committee on Tntellivence
Activity, T have done my utmost to as-
sure a falr ond balanced inquiry into the
intelligence services. “When the commit-
tm, Was Fns., (-st L*))i\hcrl ucnth» \!u or-

the rlllé amons agamwt the inf l‘.xgencp
agencies were serious. They deserved, he
sald, o sober inquiry which would be
* u_ubher a whitewash nor a vendetta”
That is low 7 have iried to cencuct this
Investigation.

Certainly it hias not been o whitewasi.
The commitiee has already expesed
many serious abuses of power within the
lntﬂligemc services. Working stond!ast-
ly for 9 months, the select comraitiee has

5/6)4/'13WCIA RDP‘??MOG‘M#ROM%OQGO@GQGZHt ot records,

53,173
18, 17D

epartment oi f.-oor.._

documents, and sworn testimony.
This month, the conunittee il

puli-
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condition will not permit any additional
anhd unanticipated shocks, such as the
sharp rise in fuel prices that surely would
oceur if all domestic price controls lapse.

Immediate decontrol of oil prices would
mean a direct $20 billion loss in the gross
national product. It would mean an in-
crease in unemployment of at least 1
million workers by 1977. And it would
bring about an increase in the Consurner
Price Index of at least 1.5 percent.

These economic consequences will raise
havoc with an economy that already is in
a very fragile condition. They will make
almost impossible any serious efforts to
enact a full employment bill, or a system
of national health insurance, or reform
of our welfare system.

‘We will be plunged back into the reces-
sion out of which we are just beginning
to emerge. Such a development would

have the most serious consequences for -

every American citizen, but particularly
for those who already have suffered most
from the disastrous economic policies ¢f
recent years.

Those would be among the most im-
mediately economic consequences of the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act not
becoming law.

And, of course, our energy policy would
be in total disarray. The one feature that
is perhaps the most significant part of
the pending bill, even though not a line in
the bill is devoted to this provision, is the
assurance of certainty in a host of vital
energy policy areas.

Once this bill becomes law, producers
and consumers of energy will know what
to expect and can begin to make their
plans accordingly. No longer will there be
incentives to do nothing, to wait for Con-
gress and the executive branch to make
up their respective minds over energy,
before taking decisions that in many
cases have been postponed for years.

We will have a framework of basic law
that we can continue to refine and im-
prove, But the fundamental groundrules
will be in place. We can get on with the
business of making this country more
sufficient in energy, with due regard for
our international obligations and prob-
lems. The period of indecision and inac-
tion will be over.

~ One final word on the subject of en-
ergy conservation. This bill contains
some highly significant provision$ that,
at last, will begin a serious national pro-
gram of conserving our limited energy.
But I think it is important that Congress
realize these are just beginning steps.
Much more remains to be done before we
fully capitalize on the tremendous po-
tential that is involved In energy
conservation.

There is no argument with the prop-
osition that energy conservation is the
least expensive, most rapid, and most
environmentally acceptable way to in-
crease the Nation’s available supply of
énergy. Savings in the range of 25 to 35
percent over current levels are clearly
feasible. .

And these savings need not involve the
sacrifice of jobs or a decline of economic
output. To the contrary, a properly de-
sighed energy conservation program
should provide signiflcant stimulus in
hoth areas.

" the chalir.)

The Energy Subcommittee will be ex-
amining the energy conservation poten-
tial in detail in the next session of Con-
gress. It is our hope to develop a number
of specific recommendations that can
then be considered by the appropria
legislative committees and by the ful
Senate.

But these efforts can only have mean-!

ing if vhe present bill becomes law. That’
will provide the foundation on which we 3

can build a comprehenive national en-
ergy policy that truly serves the.needs
and interests of the American people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previcus order, the vote will now
occur on agreeing to the motion to con-
cur in the amendment of the House to
the amendment of the Senate to the
amendments of the House to the bill,
S. 622,

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered..

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

‘will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
tAt this point Mr. WEICKER assuined

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senalor from Indiana- (Mr,
Bavn’ is necessarily absent,

I also anuounce that the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) is absent because
of illness.

The result was announced-yeas 58,
nays 40, as follows:

| Rolicall Vote No. 604 Leg.]

YEAS—58
Abourezk Hathaway Pastore
Biden Huddleston Pell
Brooke Humphrey Percy
Bumpers Inouye Proxmire
Burdick Jackson Randolph
Byrd, Robert C. Javits Ribicoft
Cannon Kennedy Roth
Case Leahy Schwelker
Chiles Magnuson Scott, Hugh
Churcha Mansfleld Sparkman
Clark McClellan Stafford
Cranston McGovern Stennis
Culver McIntyre Stevenson
Durkin Moetcalf Stone
Eagleton Mondale Symington
Ford Morgan Talmadge
Glenn Moss Tunney
Hart, Fhilip A. Muskie Williams
Hartke Nelson
Haske.l Nunn
NAYS—40

Baker Fong Mathlas
Bartlevt CGarn McClure
Beall Goldwater McGee
Bellmpn Gravel Montoya
Bentsan Griffin - Packwood
Brock Hansen Pearson
Buckley Hart, Gary Scott,
Byrd, Hatfield Willlam L.

Harry F., Jr. Helins Stevens
Curtis Hollings Taft
Dole Hruska Thurmond
Domenlici Johnston Tower
Eastland Laxalt ‘Weaicker
Fannin Long Young

NOT VOTING—2

Allen Bayh

So the motion was agreed to.
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move

to reconsider the vote by which the mo-

tion was agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate?

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APFPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
ideration of the conference report on
the bill (H.R. 9861) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and
the pericd beginning July 1, 1976, and
ending September 30, 1976, and for other
purposes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I send
a modification of my amendment to the
desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
we cannot hear the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is correct. The
Senate will be in order. No further busi-
ness will be transacted until the Senate
is in order.

The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I &sk
that the amendment that is pending, as
modified, be stated.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr.
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

In leu of the language proposed to be
inserted, insert the following: *$205,600,000,
none of which, nor any other funds appro-
priated in this Act may be obligated or ex-
pended to finance the involvement of United
States military or civillan forces In hostili-
ties in or over or from off the shores of
Angols, unless specifically authorized by the
Congress, which funds are”.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, in draft-
ing this amendment-—-

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan will suspend.

The Chair wishes to advise the Sen-
ate that the Chair will not waste his
breath or violate the ears of Senators
until . the Senate is in order.

The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, in draft-
ing this amendment I have drawn
heavily upon the actual language which
was adopted in the so-called Cooper-
Church amendment of 1973 which pro-
hibited the use of U.S. military forces in
hostilities in, over, or from off the shores
of Indochina.

I offer this amendmernit because I share
the deep concern which I know maost of
my colleagues have about the possibility
that we might slide into another Viet-
nam by any involvement whatsoever in
Angola. I share the concern of those
who wonder about the possibility that
some covert assistance by the CIA might
lead to the use of advisers, and that
might ultimately lead to the introduc-
tion of military forces. I share the view
that we ought to slam the door and keep
it closed from the outset on any possi-
bility that ar+ American military forces

President, may
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administration—if we did not pass this
price ceiling the oil rign would get Jerry
Ford to force an evenll%ﬁr price on the
veople of the United 3ta
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr.

or because we will appear to hiye an
energy policy. The ultimate objectie of
our energy policy must be to maké& us
independent of imported oil. In sho,
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dicts that this legislation will cause an
immediate increase of imports over what
we would have if we kept the status quo;
that means more important with the bill
than with the current price controls! A
study by Data Resources, Inc., a private
think-tank, claims that imports can be
expected to rise up to 1,300,000 barrels
per day by 1977. The American Petro-
leum Institute sees imports up an addi-
tional 3,400,000 barrels per day by 1980
as a result of this legislation.

we do not need an energy policy just t&,  Mr. President, this is absolutely con-

say ‘“we have an energy policy”’; we need
an energy policy to curb our dependence
on imported oil. I will vote against the
conference report bill because it does not
sufficiently stop the 1low of Arab oil into
this country; it does not sufficiently stop
the outflow of American dollars and jobs,
which we cannot afford, and it does not
sufficiently put us on the road towards
energy independence.

The legislation adopted by the Senate
and House conferecs contains several
good attempts to encourage conservation.
The bill sets up a system of standby au-
thorities for the President in the event
of another crisis or embargo; it delineates
a system of strategic reserves; it estab-
lishes energy-labeling procedures for
major appliances; and it mandates fuel
standards for automobiles. Although all
of these are good measures, and I sup-
ported each of thein when they were
passed in the Senate as separate bills,
they in thernselves are not enough. They
are not enough to curb the flow of Arab
oil into this country. They are not enough
to keep American dollars and jobs here.
They are well-inter.ded measures, but
not enough to be called “an energy
policy.”

The heart of the problem, and it al-
ways has been, is the growing reliance
on imports. This results from the fact
that our domestic production is decreas-
ing and our domestic consumption is in-
creasing. In order fo :ll this gap between
production and consumption, we must
rely on imports. This gap is growing. Un-
less we take action on both sides of the
problem, production and consumption, we
cannot have a long-term satisfactory
solution.

This bill dabbles on the consumption
side, but does nothing to encourage pro-
duction. Most of the measures set out in
the bill were designed to decrease con-
sumption. However, combined with the
restrictive pricing mechanism, the so-
called average price—the average price
of controlled oil and new oil—there is a
real possibility that consumption will in-
crease. As the price of oil is held artifi-
cially low, the American consumer will
be encouraged to buy more. Less atten-
tion will be given to the development of
energy alternatives. In addition, with an
artifically low price, production will fall
even further behind the demands of con-
sumers. Result: More imports.

Of three major studies undertaken to
show the effects of the conference report
legislation, all predict that imports will
increase fasier with the adoption of this
bill than with immediate decontrol. No
studies indicate decreasing imports under
this bill. Perhaps even more condemning,
the Federal Energy Administration pre-

“trary to the direction Congress has been

“groclaiming for the past year. Our initial

ayempts at forging an energy policy
wéke aimed at reducing the level of im-
portg of 1 million barrels per day within
1 yedy. Now, if this bill is enacted, we
will se®, the exact opposite: We will have
succeed®l in increasing our imports by
over 1 nillion barrels per day within a
year. Thisgjs not- energy policy; this is
political cafgiciousness.

I cannot support a bill which has all
the trappingsipf an energy policy, but
which is built%ground a hollow shell.
Growing dependégce on imports prompt-
ed the embargo étisis 2 years ago and
proved the strengti¥,pf the OPEC cartel.
To date, Congress hdg done little to curb
that growing dependefige. I refuse to vote
for a bill which is palllative and a dis-
guise to the real probleffy.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, ever since
the OPEC embargo plung&] the world
into the energy crisis 2 yeals ago, our
Nation has been muddling alpng with
no real, comprehensive energ¥ policy.
As a result, the very complex pfpblems
of energy price, supply and conferva-
tion, have been even further complickted
by political problems such as Presiden#al
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and for the Nation. It would stabilize
prices by rolling them back a small
amount immediately and allow them to
rise slowly over the next 315 years. It
would guarantee conservation by setting
strict standards. And ‘it would give the
President the authority he needs to deal
with another-severe shortage should one
oecur.

S. 622 represents an important step
in moving the Nation toward a brighter
energy future. I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I shall
be very brief.

My purpose in these remarks is not
to review the many substantive features
of the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act. The act represents the best con-
sensus possible to achieve a sensible and
sound long-run energy program. Other
Senators, particularly those who par-
ticipated in the 5-week conference, have
presented these features in detail and
argued persuasively why they should be-
come law.

Anyone who has studied the energy
issue knows that the United States can-
not begin to manage its energy problems
without providing for a national strate-
gic petroleum reserve to protect the
country from future oil embargoes, a
mandatory program of fuel economy for
automobiles. an energy efficiency labeling
program for major appliances, authority
to order the conversion of electric power-
plants to coal, incentives for the develop-
ment of new coal mines, federally funded
State conservation programs, industrial
energy efficiency targets, and Govern-
ment access o industrial cost and pricing
cata. And, of course, S. 622 contains a
hard-won compromise on the oil pricing

threats to decontrol domestic prices ar&w issue, one that probably satisfies no Sen-

partisan disputes of who is to blame.

We have an opportunity today to put
an end to these problems. We have an
opportunity today to give our approval
to a rational, comprehensive energy pol-
icy for the Nation.

This policy, embodied in S. 622, the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act, is
not a product of partisan politics, as one
might surmise by reading the list of
those who signed the conference report.
It is, rather, the end result of a thought-
ful and bipartisan committee effort,
which was marked by an unusual amount
of participation by Administration offi-
cials. These officials, in fact, assured
the conference committee members that
the agreed to bill would be acceptable
to the administration. And while the
President has not yet chosen to indi-
cate his approval, I trust that the assur-
ances given to the Congress by his rep-
resentatives still hold.

I continue in my trust because I would
like very much to see S. 622 become law.

- I think it makes sense.

Those of us from New England have a
special interest in energy policy because
of our region’s heavy dependence on pe-
troleum. We know firsthand the effects
of skyrocketing oil prices and supply
shortages. We know that we must have
a rational energy policy and we must
have it now.

This legislation makes sense for my
home State of Maine, for New England,

3 ator completely but one that, in my

judgment, is the best we are likely to
thtain in the foreseeable future.

Because the Energy Policy and Con-
serWgtion Act contains these important
vrovigions it should be approved by the
Sena, nd signed by President Ford.

My pligpose in these remarks, however,
is to und¥rline for the Senate the likely
consequen®es of S. 622 not becoming law.

As chai n of the Energy Subcom-
ruittee of theWoint Economic Committee,
I want to stres#the serious economic con-
sequences that ¥ould occur if this legis-
lation should faiFipf passage or be vetoed
by the President. %

Next week the J&int Economic Com-
riittee’s staff evalua¥on of the admin-
istration’s current se¥yices budget will
ke released. Without Boing into detail
prematurely. I can say that this report
underlines the highly frdgile nature of
our present economic recovery.

It points out that by the middle of next
year we are likely to be at a point where
growth in output will be barely adequate
to prevent a new rise in unemployment,
Many of the factors in the current re-
covery, such as the sharp growth of busi-
r:.ess inventories and the recovery of resi-
dential construction, will have subsided.
Similar economic analyses have been pre-
pared by the Congressional Budget Office
and the Budget Committees of the Sen-
ate and House.

In other words, our present economic
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or civilian forces could be used for mili-
tary purposes in Angola.
But I think- Senators should realize

that the reach of the Tunney amend--

ment goes much further than that. The
question my amendment, which is really
& substitute, poses is: Do we want to
close the door, tie the hands, and cut off
any and all flexibility of the executive
branch in this situation.

In other words, should there be no way
that we can provide any assistance to the
majority of people in Angola who are re-
sisting Soviet imperialism at the present
time?

I am not ready, frankly, to endorse
the use of funds for covert purposes in
Angola, but neither am I ready to say
that the executive branch should not
have some flexibility,

Mr. President, before we vote on this
issue there are some facts that need to
be recited that were not mentioned
earlier.

The Soviet Union has spent vast sums
of money in support of the MPLA, sums
Tar larger than we have talked about
here,

In a clear act of internationsl aggres-
sion, Cuba has sent thousands of well
trained and eqlupped soldiers—Jack An-
derson reports there are now 6,000 Cu~
bans fighting in Angola—and it Is clear
from press accounts that these soldiers,
armed with Soviet tanks and rockets, are
largely responsible for the military suc-
cesses of the MPLA, Other estimates dif-
fer between 4,000 and 6,000.

Mr. PASTORE, Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Will the Senator allow
me to make a few boints, and then I will
be glad to yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Of course,

Mr. GRIFFIN. The majority of the
beople of Angola do not support the
MPLA, which at best is credited with the
support of 25 percent of the population,
Fighting against them—and presently

ing because of the massive Soviet and
Cuban intervention—are g clear ma-
Jority of the people under the leader-

called for an end to the fighting and
for free elections to determine the will
9f the people—as envisioned by the
‘Alvor Agreement’—the Soviet-spon-
sored MPLA has refused to agree to
electlon.s and is trying to seize control of
the entire country by military force.
TI}e stakes in Angola are high, Writ-
ing in .a recent issue of The New Repub-
l{c—noy exactly the organ of conserva-
tive thinking—Taq Szulc observed:
‘There are numerous reasons for this Soviet
interest. Quite aside from its wealth—oll,
diamonds, sugar and coffee~—Angola 13 stra-
tegically located on, Africa’s west coast, Con-

gola, if they were to be obtained, would be
crueial in supporting the Soviet fleet both,
in the South Atlantic and the Indian Ocean,
thus facilitating operations along the oil
tanker routes around Cape Horn, ., ,

If the MPLA reconquers Lobito and south-
central Angola, the Soviets may have a

major say in the operations of the Ben-
guela Rallway, possibly placing Zalre and
Zamblia at thelr mercy in terms of copper
exports. Finally a Soviet-controlled state in
Angola would add to the pressures on the
white regimes in Rhodesla and South Africa.

Angola has implications for the policy
of détente with the Soviet Unlon as well.
After the fall of South Vietnam last
April, the Soviets again began to voice
strong support for “wars of national lib-
eration” and to assert the Communist
victory in Vietnam was a success for the
Soviet Union’s Leninist foreign policy.
As the Washington Post editorialized on
November 26:.

Moscow perhrns sees a post-Vietnam in-
ternational setting in which its own power
is waxing and American power, or American
resolve, 1s on the wane. Angola may be a test
case to establish how much Soviet inter-
vention tho international traffic will bear.

I could go on and on, but I only go
through this to emphasize and under-
score that we have a very critical, very
serious and far-reaching International
issue before us. I am not convinced that
it is in the natlonal interest to deny the
executive branch, with one broad stroke
of the pen, the flexibility necessary to
carry out U.S. foreign policy in a dy-
namic and changing situation, which is
what the Tunney amendment seeks to do.,
By contrast, using the Cooper-Church
language, my amendment would make it
clear that none of these funds—and if T
could do so under the rules of the Sen-
ate, without having it ruled out of order
as legislation on an appropriation bill, T
would say funds not only under this bill,
but under any act—could be used to sup-
port any U.S. personnel for military ac-
tion in Angola,.

I think we all agree on that. I would
urge the Senate not to adopt the Tunney
amendment, but to take the language
that I have offered as g, substitute, which
it seems to me would make very strong
bolicy, but would be the kind of state-
ment with- which we could all live. It
would not put any stamp of approval
upon CIA covert action with regard to
Angola, but it would leave the Executive
branch with the kind of flexibility In the
implementation of foreign policy that it
needs to have. :

Several Senators addressed the Chalr,

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield to the Senator
from Rhode Island. .

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, who has
the floor?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I do not
believe there is any dispute at all——

The ACTING PEESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. SToNE). The Senator from
Michigan has not ylelded the floor, has
he?

Mr. PASTORE. No, he yielded to me
for a question. , '

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Californis is ad-
vised that the Senator from Michigan
still has the floor,

Mr, PASTORE. I quite agree with the
Senator from Michigan that we all
understand the eriticallty that exists in
Angola, and we all realize, too, that we
do not want to get into another Viet-
nam. We are trying to avoid that.

But my question is this: The Senator
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speaks of a flexibility that he would
like to give the administration. What
does he envision that can be dealt with
with flexibility? What would he do? I
mean that is the question that is before
this body. How far would we go?

Mr. GRIFFIN. As I understand, based
on press reports—and I will use that
preface rather than try to relate what
might have been conveyed in any se-
cret sessions—this would be in terms of
financigl assistance which would go to,
berhaps, a neighboring state, that would,
berhaps, be channeled to these forces to
help them resist. To help them. It could
be in terms of military equipment,
Oor—

Mr. PASTORE. I do not want to get
Into any classifications, but would the
Senator use the CIA as a“channel? I
mean they are the ones that have gotten
us in trouble in many parts of the world.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I do not disagree with
the Senator from Rhode Island that the
CIA has in the past made mistakes and
gotten us into some trouble, but I think
the question here is whether we can do
away with the CIA, and do away with
the possibility of any covert action.

Mr, PASTORE. No, I want them for
counterintelligence. There is no question
about that. But where does the Congress
of the United States come in, as we get
into these things step by step by step?
I would like to have something a little
more explicit, iIf we could.

Mr. GRIFFIN, I do not think we should
go as far as the Senator from California
(Mr, TuNNEY) would have us g0, at least
on the record at this point. I would gO as
far as my amendment proposes, which I
think the Senator would agree would be
a long, solid step. But I wonder if we have
the knowledge, I wonder if we have the
information, that we should have before
we tie the hands of the Executive to the
extent that the Senator from California
1s asking us to do.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. GRIFFIN, I yield to the Senator
from Youisiana. ’

Mr. JOHNSTON. I presume that, under
the Senator’s amendment, the United
States would continue to give aid until
something happens. Generally that
means until we win. I wonder, in the case
of Angola, if the Senator’s amendment
basses, what event do we look to as the
point at which we can say we have
achieved our goal, that we have achieved
our objective, and we can stop, now, giv-
ing aid?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I cannot answer the
Senator’s question, and I would not pre-
sume to. As I have Indicated, I am not
necessarily advocating that we do any-
thing in this particular instance. I am
only saying I do not think we should
close the door and make it impossible
for the executive to have some flexihility
at this point.

Mr. JOHNSTON. We are talking about
the spending of some $50 million Ameri-
can dollars and getting on some kind of,
perhaps, long-range commitment. Do we
have any goals in Angola ?

Mr. GRIFFIN. This is a 1-year appro-
priation bill, so if the Senator is talk-
ing about getting another crack at it, ob-
viously the appropriation bills come

Approved For Release 2005/04/13 : CIA-RDP77M00144R001100200009-2



S 22528

along every year. We are not making a
decision of any kind, it seems to me, of
the nature that the Senator from Louisi~
ana is concerned about.

ar. JOHENSTON. I would hope that
someone would try to define as clearly
as Lhey can for my edification, and I am
seekking information, what our goals are
in Angola, because I think that was one
of the problems in Vietnam. I do not
think this will ‘ead to another Vietnam,
but that is on2 of the problems if we
get into one of these things without hav-
ing a goal. We do not know when we
have aschieved our objective, and there
is no end to it. Pretty soon it gefs to be
just a question of credibility.

several Senators addressed the Chalr.

Mr, GRIFFIN, Mr. President, I am
willing to yield the floor to others.

‘he ACTIN{G PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Senators will suspend momentarily
until we can gey, order.

The Senator from Michigan still has
{ne fAoor. ;

Mr. CLARK and Mr. BIDEN addressed
the Chalr.

Mr., GRIFFIN. I think the Senator
from Delaware was on his feet first.

Mr. BIDEN., Mr. President, I would
like to ask the Senator from Michigan a
question, if Tmay.

ile has reac a portion of an article
from the New Republic, stating that a
russizn dominance in Angola would give
them a strategic foothold in the South
Atlantic. The article went on to cite the
wealtia of the country with reguard to oil,
diamonds, and the railroad that goes
through Angola, and the pressure that
would. be brought on Rhodesia and South
Afriea.

1 would like to ask the Senator whether
or not he believes that there would be
a strategic advantage gained by the So-
viets, and what that advantage would be,
with regard to the United States? How
woulcl that aff2ct our interests? Second-
iv, what difference does it make to us?
What difference should it make to us?
What pressure is placed on Rhodesia and
South Africa? I assume the author is
talking about exacerbation of the black-
white conflict that exists there. What is
the United States interest In either of
those situations, assuming they are true?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I was quoting from the
article in the New Republic. I do not
depend on everything that is sald in it,
and I am not here advocating that this
should be our policy. I am only saying
I am not ready to say it should not be.
That is my point.

Mr. BIDEN. Does the Senator believe
we Dave any strategic interests in
Angcla?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think that the loca-
tion of it, the geopolitics of it, indicates
that we ought to be very much interested
and concerned about the establishment
oif a Soviet satellite in Africa; yes.

Mi. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
tiie Senator yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. For the probable
cdification of my friend from Delaware,
hefore we took the very liberal attitude
of encouraging our friends around the
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world to quickly dispose of their colonies,
the United States could depend on, I ba-
lieve, 16 or 18 ports around the world.
If Angola is lost to the Soviets, we have
only eight now. This in itself is & matter
of great strategic importance to the
United States, because as long as we de-
pend on oil from the Middle East, and
that will be for some time, the oil that
is delivered to the United States by way
of the Atlantic would pass Angola at tie
smallest part of the South Atlantic, and
possible enemy controlling the two ports,
one good port and one not so good, in
Angola, could, if they wanted to, use
Angola as a base to rrevent or slow
down shipments of oili to the Unilcd
States.

I see this as a definite strategic adi-
vantage to any country that could wind
up friendly with whatever government
we may find in Angola

That is the reason I think it is to the
United States’ interest to pursue this

We are having a difficult time, for ex-
ample, in this Senate and in this Cen-
gress getting a group to agree that Diego
Garceia is an important place in the most
strategic place in the world, in my mind,
the Indian Ocean, for much the sane
reason that I am reciting our loss of
iriendly ports around the periphery of
Africa.

So I am trying to add whatever I can
to this discussion as what I see that par-
ticular part of South Africa as being of
value and vital to our stralegic interests.

On the other hand, I might be com-
pletely wrong. We might find the So-
viets on our slde some time. So far, we
have not had that pleasure. Until we do,
I think it 1s of the utmost importa:ice
to the United States to maintain friendly
relations with countries, even though we
may disagree with them on the use of
ports, and so forth.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. BIDEN, As I am sure the Senetor
knows, we have made little or no use of
those two ports, as long as they have
existed and have been available to the
United States.

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct.

Mr. BIDEN. I am sure the Senstor
knows that.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. We have not
made particular big use of other peorts,
but we had them accessible. If the So-
viets have control of whatever govern-
ment ends up in Angola I say, with some
assurance, we will not have access to
those ports. One of them is not too gaod.
The other one is so-so.

Several Senators addressed the Cluair.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. BIDEN. Yes.

Mr. CLARK. I wish to ask the Senator
from Michigan about his amendmen:s.

As I understand it. the amendment
would do absolutely nothing to-affect our
present activity or our planned activity
in Angola. It would rather address itself
to a very important questior: and indeed
important enough, I think, that if it were
added to the Tunney amendment, rather
than substituted for it, it ought to be
adopted because it does say thai no
American personnel, military or civilian,
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should be used in Angola. I think that is
a good addition to the Tunney amend-
ment.

Unfortunately, it is offered as a sub-
stitute. The question before the Secnate,
of course, is whether we ouzht to con-
tinue covert activities of the kind that we
have already entered into and planned to
continue. Tt does absolutely rothing, as I
understand it, with any of the military
assistance programs, any CIA activity,
any credit arms sales, any commercial
sales, paramilitary activities, or pay-
ments of cash. None of those, as I under-
stand it, will be affected by this amend-
ment.

Am I correct in that?

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator is correct.

Let me respond that the amendment
would serve a very important purpose,
however, by making sure that such in-
volvement, as we might have In an indi-
rect way through eovert activities, would
not escalate into the introduction or the
use of any American military or civilian
personnel in the hostilities.

Mr. CLARK. I compliment the Senator
on his amendment. If it were to be with-
drawn and added to thé Tunney amend-
ment, instead of a substitute for it, I
would support it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. And to the extent that
Senators have a concern or a fear about
that kind of a slide into a Vietnam situ-
ation, it seems to me that my amend-
ment would answer that concern.

Mr. CLARK. One further question. As
I understand it, then, if we were to con-
tinue the present activity, we could put
millions of dollars of military assistance
in as long as it was done under the
present kind of legislative or legal ar-
rangement whereby covert activities
could be continued as long as no civilian
or military forces of the United States
were involved.

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator knows as
well as I that there are limits in this
appropriations bill. When he talks about
millions and millions he is salking about
years down the road. -

Mr. CLARK. Yes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. He is not talking about
this appropriations bill.

Mr. CLARK. But it would apply, as I
understand it, only to personnel, mili-
tary and civilian, and in no way affects
the present activities that are occurring?

Mr. GRIFPFIN, It Is almost the exact
wording of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment.

Mr. CLARK. 1 thank the Senator.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. WREICKER. Mr. President, I rise
to make the following points:

First, in regard to comparing the Grif-
fin amendment with the Tunney amend-
ment I should make clear, and I have
already expressed myself to the distin-
guished Senator from California, if T
had my way his amendment would be
even tighter than it is. In other words
there is a third option here. I consider
the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from California and the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts tc
be in the middle ground. I would not ex-
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empt intelligence gathering, such as is
done by the Tunney amendinent. After
all, that is supposed to be thé only duty
of the Central Intelligence Agency, but
they have used that as a pretense for en-
gaging in all sorts of other actlvity. In
my opinion, the very fact that the Tun-
ney damendment -exempts intelligence
gathering leaves a door wide open that
they could drive a truck through.

If I'had my druthers, I would like to
see it eliminated.

The fact is that allegations have been
made that in the past, under the name of
intelligence gathering, Mr. Mubutu was
on the CIA payroll. Would President
Mubutu still qualify to be on the CIA
payroll?

These are questions that have been
raised. These have been the abuses in
the past. . )

Clearly they could still continue under
the language of the Tunney amendment
where it stages, “this act may be used for
any activities involving Angola other
than intelligencegathering, which funds
are”,

I told the Senator from California that
it was my Intention to eliminate “other
than intelligence gathering,” so 1t would
read. “nor any other funds appropriated
in this act may be used for ahy activities
involving Angola, which funds are.”

Point No. 2, there is another loophole
in the Tunney amendment. What hap-
pens to those funds that are channeled
through Zaire into Angola? And believe
me, that has been the case. What about
replenishing the funds of Zaire? That
never appears in this amendment. Yet,
on the basis of past history, it will be
necessary to do that.

_ The only reason I make these points is
I wish our colleagues to clearly under-

- stand that some of us feel that in some

ways the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from California and the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts is
not tight enough. Because I think it is
necessary for us to go on record in a
bractical way, I accept this type of com-~
promise, but that is exactly what I con-
sider it to be, a.compromise between my
posttion and the position of the Senator
from Michigan which is even more open-
ended.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield? . ’ - .
: Mr. WEICKER. I will yield for a ques-

tion, but I have a couple other points that
I wish to make,

Let me yield first to the distinguished
Senator from California for a question
and then to the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota. .

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator Indicated there were two rather sub-
stantial loopholes in the amendment in
that it would be possible, through the in-
telligence-gathering language of the
amendment, to allow more military and
baramilitary aid to be given to Angola,
or in the alternative, that it would be
possible. to channel this aid through a
third country, such as Zambia or Zaire.

I point out with regard to the second
loophole suggested, -the diversion to a
third country, that the language of the

amendment reads “nor may any othér
funds appropriated in this act be used
for any activities involving Angola other
than intelligence gathering, which funds
are,” and so forth..

Additionally, the way the amendment
was drafted by Senator Crarw, Senator
CransrTon, Senator BRookE, Senator K-
NEDY, and myself, we had the language
“in Angola” rather than “involving An-
gola” and we changed “in” to “involy-
ing” to close that precise loophole that
the Senator suggests still exists.

I do not think it does exist, because I
think the word “involving” proscribes
any diversion of aid from Zambia or
Zaire or any other third country to
Angola.

Second, with regard to the first objec-
tion——m—

Mr. WEICKER. I say to the distin-
guished Senator from California this is
the second part of his question.

Mr, TUNNEY. Yes. I shall ask the Sen-
ator at the end of my point whether or
not he agrees with me.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Will the Senate be In order?

Mr. TUNNEY. The second point is that
there is a great difference between covert
actions and Intelligence gathering.

There is no doubt that some of us feel
that the United States should have the
ability to gather intelllgence in any for-
eign country where it is going to be ad-
vantageous to the United States’ foreign
policy interests, Clearly, the gathering
of information as to what is going on
in Angola would be advantageous to our
general foreign policy interests. However,
some of us feel that covert actions would
be seriously detrimenial to our foreign
policy interests. That is the reason why
we use the words “intelligence gather-
ing.”

I know that other Senators who have
sponsored this amendment are going to
speak to this point, but it is certainly my
intention, by using this language, not to

allow for the shipment of any military .

equipment or paramilitary equipment to
Angola. The purpose is to allow simply
the use of funds for the gathering of in-
telligence.

T ask the Senator from Connecticut,
after having heard that explanation,
whether he agrees.

Mr. WEICKER. I am satisfied i re-
gard to the first point the Senator from
California made in responding to my sec-
ond point—specifically, the way the
amendment is drafted now, it would pre-
vent the use of that money being chan-
neled through third parties.

On the other hand, I am not satisfied
as to the language of that amendment
locking the loophole since it refers to in-
telligence gathering, for the simple rea-
son that that is the mandate that pres-
ently rests upon the CIA, and it is used
for every activity under the Sun. I do not
think they are going to pay any more
attention to this law, if it becomes such,
than they do to the present law.

I think the Senator from-«California
will agree with me that the way this lan~
guage Is written——let me give a specific

_example and ask a question, without my

yielding the floor--it would be possible
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_still to go ahead and have Mr. Holden

Roberto on the CIA payroll even with
this language, would it not?

Mr. TUNNEY. It would be possible to
but people on the payroll for the pur-
poses of gathering information but not
for the purposes of allowing an indi-
vidual to fight in a guerrilla war.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I yield
for a question to the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. YOUNG. Is it not true that the
CIA now has less than $10 million of
uncbligated funds that could be spent
in Angola? If the Tunney amendment
were defeated, they would have no more
funds approved until Congress approved
reprograming for additional funds, and
that requires the approval of the chair-
man and the ranking member of the Ap-
propriations Committee, the Armed
Services Committee of the Senate, and
the same in the House—the Appropria-~
tions and Armed Services Committees.
They would get no more money until
then. So, at best, it would be until Janu-
ary, until we meet again and hold meet-
ings or hearings, before they would get
any more money. Under our procedure,
if one of those eight members of the
House and Senate committees disap-
proved, they would get no more money
at all.

The advantage of this would be that
the administration would have a chance
to present its side of this issue to the
members  of the House and the Senate
committees. -

I do not think we should act abruptly
this way.

Mr. WEICKER. I have to respond to
the distinguished Senator by saying that,
unfortunately, we do not know what
money the CIA does have. That is one
of the bones of contention on the floor
of the Senate today—not just as repre- -
sented in this piece of legislation, but
God knows where else it is squirreled.
I do not know the answer. I do not think
anyhody else does, either. I'do know that
we have to draw the line with respect to
policy. That is what is being attempted
on the floor of the Senate today.

The other point that has been made
Is that the United States is involved
with two of these factions, one in con-
junction with the Chinese, another in
conjunction with the South Africans.

Let me point out that €the United
States is involved. with all three fac-
tions. As I understand it, the Gulf Oil
Co. pays into the banks of Luganda some
$100 million 2 quarter, in the way of oil
royalties or what have you; and that this
money is being used by the Russian-
backed factions. So, in effect, American
dollars, of either governmental enfities
or this private corporation, are backing
all three factions. I think that is a good
time to get out. If we are going to be
among all three, we can get out and
leave everybody at the same time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the

" Senator yield ?

Mr. WEICKER. I would like to finish.
The figure that has been used regard-
ing additional funding for the CIA hag

been anywhere between $28 million and

$35 million. The escalation has been far
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greater than thav. As I recall, the initial
requests in this area were around $6 mil-
lion. It was also my understanding that
at one point, unsil obvious hostility ap-
peared, the initial request was for $100
million, and that this was pared back to
the $35 million which has been referred
to on the floor of the Senate today.

Then, again, when it comes to exactly
how much money is being spent, it is also
my understanding that the CIA has ac-
knowledged some $17 million as the cost
of ordnance supplied into that country.
Yet, the cost figures are rather amazing.
For example, a .15-caliber pistol is listed
at $5. That is a rather interesting price.
So thaf, actually, the $17 million that
already has been spent on ordnance
probably is far lower than the actual
figure.

Mr. President. in conclusion, I would
only say that I concur completely with
the amendment as proposed by the dis-
tinguished Senstor from California, in
that this body is finally waking up to
its oblizations, end to the fact that wis-
dom, patriotism, and loyalty do not re-
side just in the older heads in Washing-
ton., INC.. whatever the branch of
Goverrment. Rather, those things are in
abundance on -he floor of the Senate,
in the House, and in the executive
pranch, and better decisions are made
when all participate rather than a few.

1f there is one thing we should have
learned from Vietnam it is that our con-
cepts of politics on any of these conti-
nents have to be tuned to facts and his-
torical reality, rather than to a frame of
reference born of the cold war after
World War II.

I think this fact has become clear, for
example, in relations between China and
Vietnam. China is no longer enthusias-
tic about Vietnam and they are revert-
ing to their traditional and historical
voles of antagonism toward each other.

Belicve me, no white superpower is
going to establish itself on the continent
of Africa. It is not going to happen. The
Soviet Union is a society far more racist
than ours. I do not think they stand a
prayer of estaklishing themselves on the
African continent. No white nation will
do thet.

Therefore, I discount that argument,
as I discount -he rationale in Vietnam,
where oun reason for entering the war
was bhat China was going to benefit
enormously, “regardless of what history
had taught us up to that point. Now we
are asked to act regardless of what his-
tory has taugtt us about Africa.

1 support the Tunney- amendment. I
think it is clear that the involvement
of this country in Angola is even greater
than that which has come to public at-
tention or to the attention of the U.S.
Senate. As s matter of policy, I think
it is time that we drew the policy and
drew it here, tonight.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Jenator yield for a question?

Mr TUNNEY. Mr. President—-

Mr. WEICKER. 1 yield to the distin-
guishied Senator from New York for a
guestion.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Serator from Connecticut has

the floor. The Senator from Californis
is seeking recognition, but the Senator
from Connecticut has the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator has pointed out various loopholes
in the Griffin amendment. But is it nos
a fact that the major loophole is tha
very avoidance of the very issue we ar2
debating? We are debating now whether
to give military assistance to Angol:.
That is the issue, because that is wha!
money is supposed to be in this bi'l
somewhere.

The Tunney amendment says:

Nor any other funds appropriated in th's
act may be used for any activities involvir.z
Angola, other than intelligence gatherin ;.

That would include military assis®-
ance, not personnel.

By the way, I point out that the Griffin
amendment is covered fully by the Wer
Powers Act. That is why we passed it. f
we are going to put people in hostilitics
or imminent danger of hostilities, we
have a tight arrangement to cover thart.

I ask the Senator: Is it not a fact that
if we adopt the Griffin amendment, we
simply allow an administration to pru-
ceed as it is proceeding in the very thir.g
that we feel we have joined in—to w:t,
giving military materiel assistance in or
about or directly or indirectly fo the
Angolan struggle?

Mr. WEICKER. If we adopt the Grifiin
amendment, that is correct. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
advise my colleague that I hope—even if
it is adopted, and I hope it is not—to aid
the necessary language to close that docr,
because that is exactly what we are arg’i-
ing about.

Mr. WEICKER. 1 yield the floor, Mr.
President.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I wish to
make a few points as to what the Tun-
ney-Brooke amendment does and what I
think the Griffin amendment does not rio.
Then I shall yield the floor very quickly,
because there are others who have spent
a great deal of time on the subject of
military assistance to Angola who ure
very knowledgeable—men such as Scn-
ator CLARK, Senator CRANSTON, Sena’or
BROOKE, and others.

I wish to point out, No. 1, that it is he
intention of the authors of this amerd-
ment that intelligerice-gahering does 0t
mean military aid of any kind. It does
not mean the financing of military for:es
in Angola. It does not mean ferrying or
transporting forces or equipment to
Angola or to any other country so that
they may be shipped to Angola.

Tt is very clear, at least to the drafters
of this amendment, that what we m-an
is that the moneys under this defense
appropriations bill can only ‘be usec to
collect intelligence.

1 know that we may have entered the
world of double talk or “newspeak,” as
George Orwell referred to it, when the
precise meaning of words does not mean
to a party who does not want to agree
to it what the drafters of the language
intended. But we intend—and this is,
hopefully, legislative history-—that this
money can only be used for the collec~
tion of intelligence, but certainly not for
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any military or paramilitary activities
whatsoever.

The problem with the Griffin amend-
ment, as the Senator has offered it, is
that it is, in effect, a substitute for the
language which proscribes the use of
funds for military or paramilitary activi-
ties. The Grifin amendment says that
we cannot send troops to Angola, but it
would certainly allow us to continue to
spend money to support one, two, or
more factions that are fighting in An-
gola. That, of course, is the problem that
some of us feel is going to destroy our
foreign policy interests in Africa and
other parts of the world.

To give an example of how tricky the
problem is, I just heard from my distin-
guished colleague from Hswall (Mr.
InouvEe' that he was approached by the
administration to permit fund transfers
through Zaire, in his position as chair-
man of the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee on Government Operations. e re-
fused, and his committee is going to con-
tinue to try to plug up this hole.

That is how tricky it is. Here we are,
trying to participate in foreign policy de-
cisions through the use of the purse
strings, and we have a perfect right to
do that under the Constitution, and the
executive attempts to nullify our actions
by slipping in seeret approbriation meas-
ures that nobody knows anything about.
Certainly, from the language that is con-
tained in the bills that come before us,
there is no way of finding out whether
the money is intended to support mili-
tary or paramilitary activities in places
such as Angola.

As to the merits of cutting off funds
to Angola, I think it is quite clear that
we have spent many tens of millions of
dollars in the past year in Angola sup-
porting UNITA and FLNA. It is also clear
that UNTTA is being supported by South
Africa. It is clear that the FLNA has
been supported in the past by Commu-
nist China. :

It is also clear that the MPLA, which
is being supported by the Soviet Union,
and which is the third faction, has been
supported by 14 black African countries,
who are ardent in their opposition to
South Africa.

Dr. Neto, who is the head of the
MPLA faction, is a prétege of the Social-
ist, Mario Soares, in Portugal. Mario
Soares is the Socialist leader who is con-
sidered moderate, who is supported in
Portugal by the United States.

Mr. McGOVERN. Will the Senator
yield on that?

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes.

Mr. McGOVERN, Is it not a fact that
when the Chinese discovered that the
South Africans were coming in to back
the same two factions that we had sup-
ported along with the Chinese, they
thought that was time for them to get
out, that they did not want to be. identi-
fied on a black continent with a govern-
ment that is thought to be a racist white
government? Therefore, they made a po-
litical judgment, without regard to the
financial cost, that they did not want to
have anything more to do with backing
these two groups that, previous to that
time, we had supported with them.
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My, TUNNEY. That is correct. That
is my understanding.

Mr, McGOVERN. The Senator, I know,
has studied these three factions that are
struggling for control in Angola. I can
say that I listened to the briefings of
the CIA people and the Department of
State and others for hours about these
groups and what they were attempting
to do. Does the Senator understand
where the American interest is involved
in any way. with the triumph of one of
these three groups? In other words, what
difference does it really make to the se-
curity of the United States whether the
MPLA or the FNLA or the so-called
UNITA group wins? Why do we really
care in terms of anything that affects
the interests and well-being of the people
of the United States—or, for that matter,
the interest and well-being of the people
of Africa? .

Mr. TUNNEY. I do not see how it
makes a great deal of difference other
than the fact that, apparently, our Sec-
retary of State has a particular fear of
Soviet involvement anywhere. He feels
that the Soviet Union has decided to
challenge the United States in Angola,
and therefore, he is apparently prepared
to escalate our assistance to other fac-
tions, despite the fact of their being
backed by the South African Govern-
ment, and despite the fact that many ob-
servers feel that there is no way that
the two factions that we are backing can
possibly win, )

It does not make any sense to me. I
was talking the other day-—yesterday, as
a matter of fact—to three representa-
tives of the CIA. They are knowledgeable
about Africa. This is their specialty. I
was asking them whether it made much
difference which group, which faction,
won. The answer was that they saw that
it made very little difference, that there
was practically no ideological difference
among the three groups and that it was

. clear that all three groups were primar-

t

ily pro-Angolan. They were only nom- -

inally pro-Soviet or pro-Marxist, orr pro-
American; they were basically pro-An-
golan, Soclalists, and highly national-
istic. It seemed clear to them that,
whether the Soviet faction won or one of

‘the other factions won, they were going

to be independent. They were going to
run their government in an independent
fashion. ) :

I have not been, as Senator CLARK has,
to Angola. I have not met with the three
leaders and Senator CLARK is going to
have an opportunity to tell us in a few
minutes what his experiences were there.
But it is clear to me that there is no real
foreign policy interest which justifies the
United States pouring tens of millions of
dollars, and perhaps eventually, hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, down a rat-
hole, causing more death and destruction
in that country, sidihg with South Africa
in a way that is going to alienate all the
other black African nations. .

It is clear, also, that a country like
Nigeria, which is so important to the
United States—it is our second largest
foreign source of supply of oil, our most
important source of sweet crude—low-
sulfur crude—Iis going to be outraged and
alienated if the United States, over a

period of months and years, is support-
ing a faction that is being supported by
the South Africans, inasmuch as the Ni-
gerians have been some of the principal
leaders in black Africa against the white
government in South Africa,

Mr. McGOVERN. Is the Senator not
saying in effect that that is why the
Chinese were smart enough to pull out?
They did not wait until some legislative
body in Peking ordered them to get out,
they saw the handwriting on the wall.
When they saw the South African Gov-
ernment move in behind us in support of
these two other factions they thought it
was time to get out in terms of their own
posture in Africa.

I would like to ask the Senator. one
other question. Has not the Soviet record
of intervention in Africa generally been
a self-defeating one? In other words, in
one country after ancther where they
have played this kind of a heavy-handed
role they have turned out to be unwel-
come. They have had, perhaps, not as
painful an experience as we have had in
Vietnam, but they have discovered that
a white imperialist government is not
popular in Africa; is that not the case?

Mr. TUNNEY. I think that is the case.

Mr., McGOVERN. It scemms to me the
logic of the argument we have heard here
that because the Soviets have backed
the MPLA faction that we have to back
one of the other two, that would lead us
to the conclusion that if the Soviets de-
cide tomorrow to change their backing

‘to one of the others, then we have got to

suddenly change our ally and maybe
back the ones the Soviets have been
backing today.

The whole thing seems to be so Dpre-
posterous that I cannot understand why
this Government would even consider
pouring tens of millions of dollars into
one of these particular factions.

We read in the press this morning that
some $60 million is being invested in ac-

tivities by our Government to support

the so-called FNLA and the
group.

I do not think it makes 60 cents worth
of difference to the interests of the
United States which one of these three
groups ultimately prevails. I hope the
Senator’s amendment will be adopted.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. TUNNEY. I will he glad to yield
to the chairman of -the committee, and
I will then yield to the Senator from
Ohio. -

Mr. McCLELLAN., I want to assure the
Senator I ask this question for a sincere
purpose of getting information. If we
have no legitimate interests there, if it
means nothing to us that Russia
takes——

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will the
Senator use the microphone. We cannot
hear him. ‘

Mr. McCLELLAN. All right.

‘What I am trying to ask is if we have
na interest there, if it means nothing to
us who controls it or who does not, why
does it mean so much to Russia? Can the
Senator give me that answer? i

Mr. McGOVERN. Is the Senator ask-
ing me that?

Mr, McCLELLAN. I would like to know.

UNITA
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They seem greatly concerned and are
spending g lot of money. There is some-
thing there for somebody or something
or they at least—they are either stupid
or they think there is.

Mr. TUNNEY. I think we have to be
concerned about Soviet intervention in
Angola and other parts of the world. I
think it is clear that the Soviet Union
is expansionist and clearly the Soviet
Union wants to royal the pot wherever
they can. Of course, they are going to
try to do it. Certainly I am not suggest-
ing that the United States become
becifist. )

I belizve in a strong, adequate defense
posture, but I say one of the ways or the
most important way to handle the Soviet
invelvement in Angola is to go to the
heart of the problem—the Soviet leader-
ship. We are just about to enter into or
we have entered into a grain agreement
with the Soviet Union where we are going
to be sending them food that they need
desperately, apparently not only to feed
their own people but to live up to com-
mitments for grain exports they have
made to satellite countries, and there
does not seem -to me to be any reason
why we cannot use this as one bargaining
chip to encourage them to make détente
a living, vital force rather than a sham.

The Soviet Union, as the Senator so
well knows has stretched the SALT
agreements to the limit. Perhaps we
should suspend the SALT talks for a time
as a signal to them if they are going
to continue their intervention in Angola.

Additionally, there is no reason for
us to transfer technology to the Soviet
Union without some compromises on
their part. But what we do not have to
do, in my view, is to spend tens of mil-
lions of dollars and come down on the
side of South Africa, perhaps endanger-
ing the moderate regimes all over the-
rest of Africa.

I think there are many reasons why
we can be deeply concerned about the-

‘Soviet intrusion in Angole, and we can

do things to meet that intrusion other
than spending our treasure and causing
great problems to the supporting of mili-
tary and paramilitary activities in that
country.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will

‘the Senator yield to me?

Mr. .McCLELLAN. I had not quite
finished.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Go ahead then,

) please.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand the
Senator feels, do I understand the Sen-
ator feels, the way for us to combat Rus-
sian expansion is to simply cease to have

‘business relations with them by not sell-

ing them grain and not havihg other
business transactions? Is that the answer
the Senator uses?

Mr. TUNNEY. Not at all. It depends on
the place. If the Soviet Union were to
intrude upon Western Europe I would
be prepared to use military force as our
NATO allies and treaty agreements pro-
vide. I would not be prepared to use tens

“of millions of dollars in Angola when it

will only result in a further deterioration
of our relations with the great majority
of African states.

I do not think it is a good thing for the
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payers of this country to have to
‘e ance agiin an open-ended secret
sitment raade in an underdeveloped
v of the world which is going to pro-
¢ moere inflation, more disruption and
ent, and kigher taxes, and the Sen-
 wnows it as well as I. It is also going
result in & greater loss of national
ity as a result of the damage it is
yoing to do to our relations with pro-
American black African states.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may say to the
Senator I do not think I could be ac-
cused of squandering money of foreign
governments. [ voted against all the for-
eign aid ever since 1954.

Mr. TUNNEY. Here is another chance.
iLaughter.l I urge the Senator to accept
my amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I know this is an-
other chance, but I will be asked before
the end of this session of Congress, and
I am asked now, to vote for billions of
doilars to combat Russia in other places
of the world.

Now, she is expansionist, the Senator
admits that. I am not saying necessarily
this money shculd be spent, but I am try-
ing to get this thing in its proper per-
spective. If th's is so valuable to Russia
that she is willing to spend millions of
dollars, as she is, to gain control, evi~
dently she thiaks it is of some value to
her in a strategic plan of world expan-
sion.

It may be that it is of no value to her.
Maybe she is stupid and it may be she is
mistaken. But. obviously, she feels it is
of some great strategic value to her, and
I assume of military strategic value for
her to aid the forces she is aiding down
there.

If she succeeds, I am not so sure that
all of this expectation that has been ex-
pressed here that it will do them no good,
they will not b2 able to control anything
down there, I am not sure that can very
well be depended on.

I am not overenthusiastic about any
of this, but I do think we are going to put
ourselves in a position here where it is
going to look to Russia like it is going
to look to our friends as if after we have
gotten this thiag all out in the open all
around the world, every time Russia
wants to expand and we are in that area
then we start retreating. If this is going
to look like a retreat I think it ought to
be thought about again.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I want to thank the
Senator for yiclding.

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes, I want to thank my
distinguished friend for his questions.

T promised to yield to the Senator from
Ohio and then [ will yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. TAFT. 1 thank the Senator for
yielding.

1 want to ask the Senator a question.
Let me lead up to it with a preliminary
remark or two. First, I feel very frus-
trated, as I am sure many of the Mem-
bers of the Serate must feel frustrated,
about how this issue has come up, about
the information or lack of information
with regard to it.

I have long had the view that we
pretty much ought to stay out of Africa

and African affairs, and I probably will
vote with the Senator on his amendment
when we get to it, and vote against the
Senator from Michigan’s amendment.
But before doing that I think I ough: to
say I feel we are legislating a vacuum.
To some extent we have had a lim:ted
presentation of what we have done. I do
not think we have had any presentation
of why we have done it to date. I do not
think we have had any statement of
what the objectives are. I do not think
we have had any indication of what we
plan to do from either the Executive or,
for that matter, from the committee: of
of Congress.

This I find to be a very frustra:ing
exercise.

There has been some discussion of ‘he
strategy involved and the strategic ne-
cessity of this area.

I am very concerned with this. I am
currently in hearings on antisubmarine
warfare looking at the entire South At-
lantic problem. But so far as a review
by the committees of the Congress, what
really is the strategic impact of this, we
have had none.

Here we deal with the CIA which is
supposed to be in the jurisdiction of he
Armed Services Committee. There was
an inquiry yesterday as to what infor-
mation they had with regard to the en-
tire matter. They said they had abso-
Iutely no information with regard to it.

We have not had a hearing here on
the whole issue.

Finally, we had the subcommittee mnet
and discuss it yesterday at great leng:th,
I know. But it always seemed to me when
we passed & war powers resolution, sne
of the concomitant principles whickh I
thought was involved, that I backed at
that time, was that we were annually
going to have a review in the approprizte
committees of the various areas of activ-
ity in the world where we should h:ve
some concern.

We have not had that. We have ot
had a single hearing of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee on this issue.

I just have to say, under those circum-
stances it seems to me the burden of
proof is certainly upon those who advo-
cate that we should be taking some par-
ticular action. .

They may be absolutely right. The
Senator from Michigan in his resolutinn

- may be absolutely right.

We have had discussions, at times I
know, in the Foreign Relations and
Armed Services Committees to do this
kind of thing at the beginning of a ses-
sion. I had hoped we would start next
year. I do not see much prospect, Lut
I think we ought to start.

The other thing is that I think we ha e
to take another look at what we have dis-
cussed before here on the floor, and that
is the whole area of how we do report <n
covert activities, of how we finance them
in the CIA.

I do not think there is any way tod:y
where we can trigger the kind of discw;-
sion and debate we want to have before
we are called upon to make this kind »f
decision out of the present mechanism
we have as far as the control of the CIA.

Does the Senator think both points are
to what we should be looking at in tre
entire Senate?

Approved For RetoNGRAKEION Y. RICBRPY ZMOOHA¢RP01100200988:2, e 17, 1975

Mr. TUNNEY. I cannot agree more. I
think it was an excellent statement of
what the basic questions are in this body.
I feel as much in the dark as the Sena-
tor from Ohio. I want to thank him for
his very good statement.

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senstor for
yielding.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator
yield to me?

Mr. TUNNEY. I promised to yield to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let
me just, first of all, say that the African
Affairs Subcommittee chaired by Sena-
tor Clark held hearings on the relation-
ship of the United States to African
countries, ‘'and that, in part, involved
Angola. !

The chairman of that subcommittee
has taken his responsibilities very seri-
ously and, with appropriate staff, made
an extended tour in Africa, including
Angola.

‘We have had 280 pages of testimony
in the Committee on Foreign Relations
in Africa, and primarily Angola.

So it is not as If we are totally unaware
of what is going on there. To the con-
trary.

The point is that the administration
never came forth on its own. The policy
on Angola was being formed and fash-
ioned in secret. It became what they call
a covert operation which blossomed into
a full-page headline in the leading news-
papers of the United States, which in
turn compelled Members of this body to
say, “What is going on here?”

In the beginning of this year, in Janu-
ary 1975, we were involved in Angola to
fhe sum of $10,000. We are now up to
considering $60 million,

The issue here 1s not whether we ought
to be helping Angola. The issue is who
makes policy about help in Angola.

First of all, let us keep in mind that
Angola is represented today by warring
factions of three separate tribes.

By the way, I doubt that anybody in
this body knows much about those sep-
arate tribes, their customs. their back-
ground, their hangups, their prejudices,
and all that kind of thing. ’

We have decided to be on the side of
two of the groups because of our involve-
ment with Zaire and Zambia. We were
helping because of their interests, pri-
marily.

The Soviets got involved here, not in
massive amounts in the beginning. They
got in just like we did, a little at a time.
As we stepped up the ante, they stepped
it up. But the difference is they do not
have any public opinion, they do not have
a parliament that is really an open par-
liament, and their government can go
willy-nilly, push vast sums of money into
Angola or elsewhere.

But I am here to say, Mr. President,
that every instance in Africa where the
Soviet Union has expended billions of
dollars, as it has in North Africa, hun-
dreds of millions as it did in Egypt, in
every country the spirit of nationalism
triumphed over the intrusions of com-
munism, and that ought to be remem-
bered in this debate.

So we are talking about whether we are
going to put a stop order on the activities
of the executive branch of the Govern-
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ment through the CIA to establish policy
by preemptmg the field before we get a
chance in this Congress to know what is
going on.

Now, we let this happen in Vietnam,
I know. I was in this body when we had
all too little information. Then I became
Vice President and’ was surrounded by
information.

Thank God we have now the oppor-
tunity to debate this in the open where
at least we can have some conflict of
opinion and some difference of opinion
to air what could be one of the funda-
mental issues facing this Congress.

Angola today is a former Portuguese
colony, really not governed, it is in a
civil war and will be in one for a long
time, the United States and the Soviet
Union notwithstanding. For us to become
openly involved when knowing so little

is the blind leading the blind, the fools -

following the fools. It is just ridiculous.
" Mr. President, let me say what the De-
fense Department can do here.

The Defense Department has a huge
budget and it 1s possible within that
budget to reprogram funds to the amount
of $750 million with their programs.

That amount can be used for activities
that this Congress would have no control
over at all unless we insist that there be
a justification for what is asked and what
is done.

I call to our attention that we axe not
just talking about $28 million or $30 mil-
lion. We are talking about a potential of
three-quarters of a billion dollars of re-
programed funds. That is why this
amendment of the Senator from' Cali-
fornia should not even deal with the
money part of it, in terms of figures. It
should really start out that none of which
of the funds—none of which—none of
which, nor any other funds appropriated
in this act, may be used, et cetera, et
cetera.

Mr. Pxesident the Congress needs to
review this entire matter of our rela-
tionship not only in Angola but in all

-+ of Africa. '

How much money do we think we
were making available for the whole con-
tinent before the Russians got involved
in Angola? One hundred and fifty million
dollars. For economic aid, for technical
assistance, for medical help, anyone can
name it, $150 million. .

Now they have got 200 or more Rus-
sian advisers. They sent in some Russian
rockets and, by the way, many of those
forces do not know how to use them. They

‘scare each other to death, according to
the testimony we have had. They have
got 3,000 or 4,000 Cubans there that really
want to go home and, according to the

testimony we have had, they are in seri-

ous moral problems.,

Then all at once, in 1 month, we
are going to put $60 million in to chase
the Communists away when there is a
whole treasure house in Africa, péople
crying out for their independence, peo-
ple that are nationalistic more than any-
thing else, and for years we ignored them,
for years.

I was chairman of the Subcommittee
on African Affairs until-last year. I tried
to do a little something about with our
Government to see if we could not get

some basic interests in economic de-
velopment, on reading, writing, arith-
metic, on health and food.

* ‘Thank God Dicx CLARK came here and
took over that subcommittee.

I am privileged to chair the Commit-
tee on Foreign Assistance.

‘We have learned more the last year
about what this Government is and Is not
doing in Africa than in the last b years.
Why? Because when I asked for the
money for this Subcommittee on Foreign
Assistance, I said that we would exer-
cise legislative oversight, and we have.
The oversight tells us that the proposal
that is being made by the administration
is out of sight, unnecessary, and I think
will lead us into incredible amounts of
trouble,

Ten thousand dollars, my .colleagues,
a few months ago; $60 milllon now.

Who wants the Soviets in there? God
only knows I do not. I believe the Presi-
dent of the United States ought to get
that man Mownihan up at the U.N. who
knows how to make better speeches than
mine, every bit as loud and every bit as
flamboyant, to go before the Security
Council and lay it on the line and say
“Out! out!”

‘We ought to be using our good offices
with members of the Organization of
African Unity, telling them that we are
prepared to go out tomorrow morning,
to get all American assistance out, and
ask them to try to settle this dispute.

As has been mentloned here, as my
esteemed colleague from Illinois (Mr.
STEVENSON) has nhoted, we do have other
things we can use.

The Soviet Union says they want
détente. They say they want trade; they
want cultural exchange; they want high
technology.

I would like to work with them. I am
not a cold warrior in the sense of looking
for a battle every day with the Soviet
Union. The peace of the world depends
on how we work things out. But we need
to tell the Soviet Union that it is not a
one-way street. We need to simply say
to.them, “Look, we are prepared to take
step No. 1 of honor and decency to leave
the people of Angola work out their
destiny.” Lord only knows, they will be
fighting there for months. If any Sen-
ator here thinks he can make peace
over there in a day or 2, he is a miracle

~man. He is the man we need. That would

be the greatest Christmas present since
the first Christmas. .

Mr. President, the United States of
American better start taking care of
things it knows how to take care of. We

knoty so little about Africa, the 800 and

some tribes that make up Africa. Where
are the experts here in the Senate on
the 800 and some cultural organizations

or tribes in Africa? I have traveled in.

those countries. I say it is like a different
world. They are magnificent people.
They want to be left alone.

The Soviets are in there, and they are
going to mess it up? I will tell the Senate
something; if I could figure it out my-
self, I would like to frap them in there.
It is like quicksand. They would not
know what hit them. They would have
these rockets, guns, and halftracks and
they will be fighting there for God only
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knows how long. But when it is all done,
there will be a Nationalist Angola Gov-~
vernment which most likely we will not
like, most likely unreliable from our
point of view because we like our old
friends we can have coffee and tea with,
an occasional martini or a bottle of
beer. They do not always like it that way.

I suggest we take the amendment. 1
suggest further that we keep in mind
what the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee is asking us to do. We have laid
out a procedure that if the President
feels that Angola is a matter of high for-
eign policy, if he feels it is a matter of
national security, then I want the Presl-
dent or his agents, the Secretary of State

‘or the Secretary of Defense, to come be-

fore the appropriate committee of Con-
gress, lay out what the request is, and,
Mr. President, if there is a reason we
ought to be there, I think the majority of
the 100 U.S. Senators will concur.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Will the Presi~
dent yield? .

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Does the Sen-
ator agree that it is about time we used &
little bit of market basket diplomacy?
The Soviet Unilon is having its problems
with its wheat harvest. Why should we
not let the Soviets know that if they are
not going to ive up to their signature on
the Helsinki agreements, not only détente
is going to be jeopardized but some of the
future grain purchases are going to be
jeopardized. Why not use that as a lever?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Ilinoils has proposed such & resolution. I
have been privileged to join with him. I
ask Senators to take a look at it. We need
to do basie legislation in this area, but in
the meantime we have an immediate
proposition before us. We have a confer-
ence report on the defense budget. I want
to say again, Mr. President, that in that
defense budget there is the possibility of
the transfer of funds of three quarters
of a billion dollars. That is just in the
hands of people who can play games with
the money. I submit that that amount of
money ought to be under the control of
my distinguished friend, the chairman of
the Budget Committee. He ought to have
something to say about it. And the chair-
man of the Appropriations Commitiee,
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee and the members—not just
the chairman. The chalrmen have & re-
sponsibility, but members also have a
responsibility.

I think the time is at hand to blow the
whistle on this kind of transferability of
such fantastic sums of money.

We are rewriting the Military Sales
Act. We are rewriting the Military As-
sistance Act. I have been working at it
for days. We are going to put a stop to
this business of peddling arms all over
the world. We are going to put a stop to
this business of the executive branch
deciding willy-nilly what it wants to do
and after the fact we are dragged in and
told “Here it is.”

I want to say it is time to do it because
great changes are underway in this coun-
try. This is but the beginning.

I commend the Senators from Cali-~
fornia and their cosponsors. It is not all
we ought to have. It does not go to what
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I think is an equal balance, but we have '

no choice. We cannot basically amend a
conference report. All we can do, because
of the technical situation, is to do what
the Senator from Californis is asking.

T ask my colleagues to listen well. I am
not known as a softy on these maftters.
I do not exclude the possibility of covert
operations. I know that a president has
to have authority. I do not want to cripple
him. But what is needed in this country
right now is a closer coordination and
cooperation between the executive
* branch and the Congress. We must not
permit, once again, the United States of
America to go unknowingly, blindly, into
a part of the wcrld where we are so ill-
informed. God only knows we are a world
power with a half world knowledge, and
that is how we gct into Indochina. We are
going to be involved in the same rotten
mess in Africa unless we blow the whistle,
and I am going 7o blow the whistle with
my vote, loud and clear.

Mr. MANSFIELD addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, first
I commend the Senator from Minnesotsa
for making a speech which has gone
right to the heart of the matter and
which I think lays down a firm founda-
tion as to what the foreign policy of this
country should be in relation to the An-
golan situation, which, as he pointed
out, has developed with such suddenness
from $10,000 dorated on the part of this
country, or allocated, in January to a
figure approaching $35 million at the
present time, and to which will be added
something on the order of $28 million
very shortly.

I do want the Senator to know how
much I appreciate his comments. I, for
one in this Chember, have been fully
aware for a good many years of the
Senator’s attitude toward the situation
in Vietnam when he was Vice President
of the United Stetes.

I want to say that it was just about as
close to mine as it could be, despite the
reports which emanated from the White
House and despite the difficulties which
the then Vice President had to undergo.

I am sure that, everybody is still fully
aware of my feeling on Vietnam because
it left scars on me and on us which will
never, never go away but which must
never, never be repeated again.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST
SETTING A TIME CERTAIN FOR
THE VOTE ON THE GRIFFIN
AMENDMENT AS MODIFIED

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would ‘'like to propound a unanimous-
consent request, and I specially ask that
the distinguished Senator from Idaho
(Mr. McCLurg), with whom I have had
some discussions. will listen. I do so after
discussing the matter with the distin-
guished acting Republican leader, the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN),
the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee (Mr. McCrLeLLAN), who has
been so patient and so gracilous in his
handling of this bill, and the distin-
guished Senators from California, (Mr
CRransTON and M. TUNNEY)..

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the vote on the pending
amendment occur at the hour of 6:30.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I object.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is the Senator In-
flexible?

Mr. McCLURE. Well, Mr. President, if
I may explain the reason, I will reserve
the right to object and then restate the
objection.

We were in executive session, in closed
session, this morning for 3 hours. About
15 minutes of the 3 hours were devoted
to discussion of Angola, and about 2
hours and 45 minutes were spent discuss.-
ing other madtters.

We have now been on the pendirg
matter since a little after 4:30, and [
have been seeking recognition intermii-
tently during that period of ftime, and
have been on my feet now for the la:h
43 minutes awaiting recognition.

This has not been a debate, it has
been a monologue. If there are members
of the various committees that have evi-
dence that could have been submitted in
the closed session this morning, it wes
not. There was evidence on one side of
the issue, but not on the others.

I would hope that the majority leadcr
would understand the reason why I Ieel
constrained to object to the unanimous-
consent agreement before we have even
had an opportunity to initiate the debate
from another point of view. -

So, Mr. President, I do object.

The ACTING FPRESIDENT pro tem:-
pore. Objection is heard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator still withhold it, briefiy? 1
can understand the Senator’s feelings,
because we discussed this matter in somea
detail before I made the request, and ¥
had a pretty good idea what the reaction
would be.

But I would point out that the Senats,
for the past several weeks, has been
meeting on an average of 10 to 12 howrs
a day, and that the chairman of th:is
committee has been under tremendous
pressure and has borne up under it quite
nobly. He indicated earlier today, in-
directly, in his statement, that he did
not intend to go beyond the hour of 6:15
or 6:30, and I can well understand how
he feels.

I do think that we ought to face up to
the realities of the situation, and in my
opinion no matter what any Senator says,
no minds will be changed, and the longer
we delay the more difficult it is going to
be. Tempers will become frayed, the re-
sults will be delayed, and the objective
which we all seek will not be attainable
within a reasonable period of time.

Frankly, I do not intend to keep th=
Senate In late tonight, because 1, too, am

a8 tired as any other Membér—not as

tired as the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas, who has borne this burden so
well.

If no agreement is reached in soms=
form or another, it will be my inten-
tion to move that the Senate stand in
recess until the hour of 9 o’clock tomor-
row morning. That hour has already been
agreed to. I shall make that motion no
later than 7 o’clock this evening if I am
able to get the floor.
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yleld?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATORS TAPT, PERCY, ROBERT
C. BYRD, DOMENICI, AND LONG
TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that after the
two leaders are recognized under the
standing order tomorrow, the following
Senators be recognized, each for not to .
exceed 15 minutes and in the order
stated: Messrs. TAFT, PERCY, ROBERT C.
ByRrp, DOMENICI, and Long.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the ma-
jority leader yield to me at this point?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.

Mr. LONG. It occurs to me that there
are some matters that ought to be taken
care of, such as the amendment to the
medicare law which the administration
favored, and with regard to which I know
of no opposition whatever, the extension
of the renegotiation bill, the social secur-
ity bill, and a number of other measures
that I believe could be passed by unani-
mous consent iIf we could find time to
considér them. I wonder if we might be
able to consider some of those things
sometime this evening or tomorrow.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Not this evening,
may I say to my beloved friend, because
we are going against time, as far as time
is concerned. But hopefully tomorrow.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 9861) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and the
period beginning July 1, 1876, and end-
ing September 30, 1976, and for- other
purposes.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
distinguished majority leader yield for
the purpose of & motion?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, Indeed.

Mr. CLARK. I move to table the Grif-
fin amendment, and ask for the yeas and
nays.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Will the Senator with-
hold that? I am perfectly willing to vote,
but there are Senators who wish to
speak.

Mr. CLARK. Senators wish to speak
on the issue of Angola, and this motion
in no way affects the gquestion of An-
gola.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish the Senator would not make that
motion at this time. I can understand,
but it places me in a very embarrassing
position, and I wish there would be some
other way at this time, at this moment,
so that while I have the floor I will not
be in a position of taking advantage of
any other Senator, although the Sena-
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tor from Towa is perfectly within his
rights.

Mr. PASTORE, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield.

- Mr. PASTORE. Could we not possibly
reach an agreement on a time limitation
on the various amendments that are
pending, so that we would not be forced
into motions to lay on the table?

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for a moment, with-
out losing his right to the floor?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. MCCLURE. As I said a while ago, I
have been on my feet since 28 past 5 seek-
ing recognition, and I have not had the
opportunity to ask one question. I would
hope the Senator would w1thhold that
motion.

Mr. CLARK. Does the Senator intend
to speak on Angola or the pending
amendment?

Mr. McCLURE. I think the two are in-
extricably intertwined. I do not think the
Senator from Michigan’s amendment is
unrelated to that 1ssue.

Mr. CLARK. Can the Senator make
some est1mate of how long he wishes to
speak?

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President I can
respond in this fashion: I had hoped, in
the closed session this morning, that we
‘might have made available to Members
of the Senate some information given to
some Members of the Senate under con-

ditions in which it was not-presented to

the rest of us. That opportunity was not

- afforded to us this morning. The Senator
from Wyoming suggested that the mat-
ter be debated in open session and a de-
termination made whether or not the

"Senator from Arkansas should be re-
lieved of any inhibition and granted the
authority to present the information to
the Senate in closed session.

It would be my hope that tomorrow
morning we could debate that motion
and vote upon it, and then go into closed
session for whatever that might produce
in the way of information, and then go
back into open session and resolve the
issue.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I do
not see any reason for going into any
further closed sessions. It is largely a-
waste of time, interesting though the
proceedings may be. We usually do not
end up knowing much more than at the
time we went in.

But I must dispute the Senator’s con-
tention that no hard information came
out of the closed meeting this morning,
because I think it was made quite clear,
on the basis of statements made by hoth
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Foreign Aid Appropriations of the For-
eign Relations Committee (Mr, Hum-
PHREY), and indirectly, at least, by the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
McCreLLAN) , that there was such a thing
as—what is the word? Refundable? Re-
turnable?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Reprograming.

Mr.. MANSFIELD. Reprograming,
that is the word. Reprograming, which
indicates that funds can be used for that
purpose. Evidence was forthcoming that
funds had been used for that purpose,

and I think that those of us who had
doubts this morning had those doubts
resolved insofar as this particular piece
of legislation was concerned.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.

. Mr. GRIFFIN. I share the interest and
desire of the majority leader and the
Senator from Iowa to get to a vote on
my amendment. I wonder if there is a
possibility, could we agree to vote on my
amendment, not the Tunney amend-
ment, at 10:30 tomorrow morning? That
would give us time, if we could get back
to the debate, 45 minutes now and an
hour tomorrow.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, lndeed

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the majority
leader for yielding.

I can only reiterate what I said before.
I have not been privy to the discussions
that may have involved other members
of perhaps the Committee on Armed
Services, the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, and the Committee on Appro-
priations. Whatever that information
may be was not discussed in any great
detail.

I agree with the Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. MANSFIFLD Not in any great de-
tail.

Mr. McCLURE. The Senator
Montana is exactly correct.

Growing out of a very brief discussion
on Angola this morving, we did discover
that some funds had been made avail-
able and expended, and we have some
idea of the amounts of money there
might be if this appropriation goes for-
ward, but we have not really gotten into
the issues of discussing whether or not
we ought to do if.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield there, the Senator is
correct in what he said, It is a matter of
interpretation.

But the distinguished acting Republi-
can leader and Senator from Michigan
(Mr. GrirFrFiN) did make a suggestion
which would allow all Members to talk
as much as they wished tonight, and
that we vote on the Griffin amendment

fxom

and on the Tunney amendment. I re--

quest at the hour of 10:30 a.m. tomorrow
morning.
Mr. JAVITS addressed the Chair.
Mr. MANSFIELD. We come in at 9 a.m.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, what has been over-
looked is that I announced that I had an
amendment which I would make to the

Griffin amendment if it carried or to the -

Tunney amendment if the Griffin
amendment did not carry, and I wish to
facilitate it, but I need to make that res-
ervation. I suggest a half hour on that
amendment, whichever way 1t goes,
whether it is added to Griffin or whether
it is added to Tunney.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would be per-

fectly allowable as far as the Senator -

-from Montana Is concerned if it meets
the approval of the Senator from Idaho.
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.
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Mr. McCLURE, I think the leadership
knows that I tried to cooperate in every
way possible to expedite not only the flow
of this legislation but other legislation.
I lean over backwards in an attempt to
do so.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. McCLURE. But I most honestly
must insist upon whatever right I have
as a Member to move to go into closed
session.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator has
that privilege. All he needs is a second to
that, and that would be forthcoming.

Frankly, I am getting a little bit tired,
speaking personelly, of closed sessions,
because I do not think much good comes
out of them, but I certainly would not—
I could not—oppose such a proposal. The

. Senator is perfectly within his right, if

he wants to make such a motion. But
would it be possible in the meantime to
reach an agreement to vote on the two
pending amendments and the Javits
amendments, say, beginning at the hour
of 11 a.m. tomorrow morning?

Mr. McCLURE. It would be possible
for us to resolve the procedural question
that was raised earlier today by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas first thing tomorrow
and then move into whatever closed ses-
sion there would be, and then have a
time limit for the consideration of these
amendments following the closed session.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If that is the best

"we could get, of course, the leadership

has no cheice, but I remind our colleague

‘from Idaho that National Airlines and

United Airlines are on strike, and that
comprises about 23 percent of the trans-
portation business of this Nation. Neith-
er one of them goes to Montana so neith-
er one of them causes me any difficulty.
Bul many Members have their tickets
and if they lose out I do not know when
they are going to get their tickets re-
newed.

I think of our colleagues in this body.
My mind is made up. I know how I am
going to vote, and I think the Senator
knows that.

I wish to give some consideration to
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas
as well. I hope that out of this could
come some reasonable arrangement so
that this matter could be brought to a
head.

I say that, if we cannot come to an
agreement on this conference report by
Friday at the latest, what we will have
to do is to leave it in limbo and go on
with the continuing resolution which
I think is operative—that is a nice
word—until February 15.

Mr. McCLURE. I say to the Senator
I did not raise this issue; the Senator
from California did. I hope it can be
resolved, but I would think, as one Mem-
ber of the Senate, that even the Senator
from California would agree that it is
a matter of some import, and we ought
to have the opportunity to understand it
before we are called upon to vote on it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thought I was
offering some opportunity when I sug-
gested the hour of 11 a.m. We are coming
in at 9 a.m. We have been in now about
10 hours.

Mr. McCLURE. I think we have four
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special orders tomorrow morning; is that
correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is right.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. We have six.

Mr. MANSFIELD. We have six. We can
come in at 8 a.n. How about a vote at
i2 noon and come in at 8 a.an.?

Mr, McCLURE. Would it be possible to
include in the unanimous-consent agree-
ment that we have the debate and vote
on the matter that was presented by
the Senator’s motion in closed session
this morning, relating to the question
that the Senator from Arkansas had
raised, and then prior to going Iinto
closed session that, if indeed there is no
very great amount of information to be
revealed in closed session, that should
not take long.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I say my motion is
not pending. It was withdrawn before
the closed meeting ended because of the
revelations emanating therefrom which
took care of it.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
wish to make this observation. Practi-
cally all of the information that pertains
to the CIA and its operations has been
revealed to the Committee on Foreign
Relations or a subcommittee thereof.
They have discussed it all day. Still I
am not going t» make any statement
about it without being released from the
obligations I feel I have, but I do not
know whether the Senator wishes to pur-
sue thaf any further. I am satisfied with
the situation as it is. I do not know
whether the Senator wishes to pursue it,
but I amn not going to make any state-
ment about it other than repeat maybe
what has been said in the Chamber by
others.

All I wished to do was to be certain
as to whether the Senate changed its
position. It has a position on this and
it is of record, and as a servant of this
body, I was undertaking to follow what
I conceive to be the Senate’s will as last
expressed.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
-Senator vield on that point?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is act-
ing perfectly within his rights.

In response to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho, I repeat again that
the motion I offered is moot, and I do
not intend to offer it again at this time.

I yield to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. EANSEN. Mr. President, I only
wish to say that I have the very strong
conviction that i the Senator from Ar-
kansas is to be called upon, as I suspect
some Members may seek to try to do,
knowing him as I do, but certainly not
trying to speak for him, it is my feeling
that we ought to have passed in open
session, as was suggested by the Senator
from Wyoming earlier in the day, a mo-
tion relieving him from any inhibition
or curtailment that he feels may have
been imposed upon him either by law or
by custom or tradition.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Sens.tor yield there?

Mr. HANSEN. I am happy to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say I strongly
believe that——

Mr. HANSEN. I should add relating
to Angola alone. That was spelled out
in the motion.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is my very strong
opinion, and I would bet my life on iz,
that there is no Senator on this side of
the aisle nor any Senator on that sids
of the aisle who is going to do to the Sen-
ator from Arkansas what the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming has sug-

gested because I think the point was .

made there. His position is clear. He has,
in effect, reiterated it once again. I see
nothing to be gained but a great deal to
be lost by resuming that kind of pressurs
tactic.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have
pending a motion to table the Griffin
amendment. I do wish to press that if
there is a time agreement, but I do nct
wish to

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator yield for that?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I did not yield for
that purpose. I did yield to the distin-
guished Senator, but I did have the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator did not yield for that
purpose.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I again raise the
possibility. Is it possible at some tim=
tomorrow to vote at a time certain on
the Javits, Tunney, and Griffin amend-
ments?

Mr. President, I suggest the absencs
of a quorum, without losing my right to
the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair hear:
none, and it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it i
my understanding that we have five spe-
cial orders tomorrow. Whetler or nor
they will all be taken and, if so, the ful’
time will be used, remains to be seen.

The Senate will convene at 9 a.m. to-
morrow. At the conclusion of the specia:
orders, the Senate will agaln go intc
closed session—I hope for not too long
a period of time.

At the conclusion of that closed ses-
slon, the Senate will then return to oper.
session.

I ask unanimous -onsent that at that
time there be a 40-minute time limita-
tion on the Griffin amendment, the time
to be equally divided between the fang-
tor from Michigan, the sponsor of the
amendment, and the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. TuNNEY) or whomever he
may designate; that following that, there
be a 40-minute time limitation on the
Javits amendment, if it is called up, the
time to be equally divided between the
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs) and
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the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN) .

It is anti. pated that with a little flex-
ibility, give and take, once those two
amendments are out of the way, if they
..re both offered, it will then be possible
to arrive at a reasonable agreement cov-
ering the Tunney cinendment which, in
the meantime, will be modified, I ur er-
stand, with the $33 million deteted.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the request include a request
for a closed session?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. On behalf of
the distinguished Senator from Idaho
(Mr. McCLURE) I will include that in the
request.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a clarification?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. If the money is elimi-
nated, it will be unnecessary to consider
my amendment. My amendment would
eliminate the money.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that the parliamentary
situation is such that that money will
have to be deleted by an amendment such

-as the Senator from New York is going

to offer.

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct. I am just
informing the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That will save 40
minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
hope that all Members who are inter-
ested will stay tonight and make as many
of their speeches as they can.

Isay to the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas, “Go home, get a good night's
rest, and come back tomorrow.”

THE TAX BILL

Mr. MANSFIELD. One more thing; I
talked to the President this afternoon
after the conference report on the tax
hill was agreed to, and I asked him if he
intended to veto the tax bill. He said,
“Yes.” I requested that he veto it this
afternoon, so that we could consider it
as expeditiously as possible, providing,
of course, that the House overrode the
veto. He said that he did not think he
could make it, because he had to wait
for the papers, but that if he did not
make it this afternoon, he was going to
veto it before 10 o’clock tomorrow morn-
ing and have the veto up on the Hill.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. PERCY. The President has vetoed
the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. In talking to the
Speaker, he indicated to me about a half-
hour ago—1I did not know that the veto
was on the Hill—that he would take it
up tomorow morning, around 10 o’clock,
as I recall.

The Senate should be on notice that if
the House overrides the President’s veto,
the Senate, despite these agreements
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reached, will undertake to do the same
at an appropriate time in the course of
the proceedings. N :

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question? .
Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS.  What will be the re-
- maining business tonight? )
Mr. MANSFIELD. Talk.
Mr. CURTIS. On what—which bill?
Mr. MANSFIELD. The defense appro-
priation conference report or anything
else.
Mr. CURTIS. Will any tax bill be called
up tonight? To-
Mr. MANSFIELD. If the ‘Senator will
allow me, I would like to yield to the Sen~
ator from North Dakota, the dean of the

Republicans, and I hope that the chair-

man of the committee can be contacted
in the meantime, because he was discuss-
ing something about that. )

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I would
like to be recognized for a 3-minute
speech.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota is
recoghized.

‘The Senate will be in.order. Senators’

who wish to converse will kindly with-
draw. Senators will clear the aisles and
withdraw to the cloakrooms if they wish
to converse. Senators are very close to
the cloakroom physically, anyway, and
if Senators who are conversing will with-
draw the rest of the way to the cloak-
room; that will put the Senate in order.
Staffl members will kindly take - their
seats. . .

Will the Senators really close to the
cleakroom kindly  move 3 feet farther
into the cloakroom?

Will the Senators standing in the rear
kindly withdraw to the cloakroom or
resume their seats?

Mr. YOUNG.. Mr. President, the
amendment proposed by the distin-
guished Senator from California (Mr.
TUNNEY) and others, would prohibit the
use of any money appropriated under this
defense - appropriations bill to finance
CIA operations in Angola.

Our activities in Angola. have been
very minimal compared with those of
Russia. Unlike the Russians, we have
ho military personnel there, The funds
made available to the CIA have only
been to provide for weapons and other
assoclated assistance, short of any per-
sonnel, to help prevent a takeover of An-
gola by a mirority faction of that country
under the control of the Soviets.

This amendment would end all U.s.
asslstance to Angola except for some
minor intelligence-gathering operations.
_ ‘While the United States would be abrupt-

ly withdrawing our assistance from An-
gola under this amendment, Russia
would continue their extensive military
operations and undoubtedly would take
over still another country in Africa

within a matter of a very short while,
The proponents of this amendment,
particularly the distinguished Senator
from California (Mr. TuNNEY) propose
. that we withhold sales of grain and
other farm commodities to Russia,

thereby trying to force them to cease
their operations in Angola.

Mr. President, I think the United
States would make a serious mistake if
we used our food as a weapon of foreign
policy. We have had too much of that
already. May I remind the Senate that
most of the wars fought throughout his-
tory have been over food shortages or
living space. Sooner or later, using food
as 8 weapon of determining foreign pol-
icy would bring us to grief.

A past embargo of soybeans has
brought deep resentment from some of
our best allies. The more recent embargo
on grain to Russia and East, European
countries has prevented us from replac-

" Ing dollars we now have to spend to im-

port oil and other purchases. The em-
bargo has had, and is still having, a dis-
astrous affect on our farmers, They were
urged to go all out to produce the big-
gest crop ever to meet our own and for-
eizn needs.

Mr. President, if the Tunney amend-
ment is passed, we would undoubtedly
have to immediately withdraw all assist-
ance to Angola. It would be far better
to follow the regular reprograming pro-
cedures for further financial assistance
to Angola. Under these procedures it is
very unlikely that any further assistance
will be provided unlesg there is very
strong support for it. Under reprograme-
ing procedures the chairmen and rank-
ing minority members of the Senate Ap-
bropriations and Armed Services Com-
mitiees and their House counterparts
would have to give unanimous approval.
This means that if even one of these
eight committee members dissented, no
reprograming would be possible.

Mr. President, I was disturbed by &
statement by a Senator made earlier that
$750 million could he made available
for Angola. That is an unreasonsable
statement. So far, they have only obli-
gated $24 millior. They are asking for
$28 million more under g reprograming
brocedure. :

Under the established reprograming
brocedures, approval of four Members
of the Senate and four Members of the
House is required. Any one Member can
veto a reprograming request. It is unbe-
lievable that these eight Members of the
House and Senate would approve $750
million or even $100 million for -Angola.,
So such charges as that, I think, are

‘unreasonable and paint an untrue pic-

ture of CIA operations.

It would be far better if the Foreign
Relations Committee and other commit-
tees which have jurisdiction would have
further consultations with the executive
branch, and especially the President, the
State Department and the CIA, as to the
advisability of abruptly ending assist-
ance now.

ADDITIONAL, STATEMENTS SUBMITTED ON DEPAR'T~
MENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL
YEAR 1976—CONFERENCE REPORT
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr, President, the con-

ference ' report accompanying the De-

partment of Defense appropriation bill
for fiscal year 1976 deserves the support
of the Senate, and I am glad to compli-
ment the effort made by our conference

colleagues on H.R. 9861. At g time of a

mounting Federal deficit and debt, the

conferees have kept the spending level
of this largest appropriations bill below
the levels previously passed by the Senate
and within the national defense totals
assumed for this legislation in the second
budget resolution.

The fiscal year 1976 DOD appropria-
tions bill, as agreed to in conference,
amounts to $90.5 billion in budget au-
thority and $64.3 billion in outlays, both
being under target in budget authority
and in outlays. As chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, I welcome these
results. .

I particularly wish to congratulate the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, Mr. McCLELLAN,
for his leadership on this measure. At g
time of pressing and often conflicting
national interests, he has worked to bal-
ance fiscal responsibility and national
security.

For the past several months, the Sen-
ate Budget Committee has carefully con-
sidered the national defense function of
the Federal budget. Our work has been
diligent and serious. Our intentions have
been to carry out the mandate of the
Congressional Budget Act.

I believe our work has been effective,
Perhaps nowhere is this better demon-
strated than in the final outcome of the
defense appropriation bill for fiscal 1976.
The President and his advisers vigor-
ously sought an appropriation tooc much
for defense needs. The Budget Commit-
tees in both Houses sought a level which
would eliminate unnecessary spending
yet maintain essential military programs.
In the best tradition of democratic de-
liberation and debate, the two Appropri-
ations Committees agreed.

In short, Mr. President, I salute Sen-
ator McCLELLAN and the other Senate

‘conferees for their attenfion to detail

and their prudence. I shall vote for this
conference report.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, President, the de-
bate now raging may well determine the
future course of the foreign policy of this
country for years to come. Shall we turn
Inward as we did in the thirties? The
answer is not clear.

‘T was interested in an editorial appear -
ing in the Charlotte Observer in North
Caroling on December 14, 1975, Tt is espe-
clally noteworthy since the editorial pol-
lcy of -this paper has been strongly
agalnst Amerlcan involvement in the
affairs of other countries. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
REcorp for the consideration of my col-
leagues as they search for a decision on
this vital issue.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

A RED COLONY ?—ANGOLA CANNOT
‘ . Bz IGNORED

The Cuban-Soviet invasion of Angola marks
a new turn in Communist efforts to replace
European powers in colonizing Africa. It
also shows just how weak detente 11, Can
Washington do nothing about this?

The most powerful forces that the Uaited
States could reasonably bring to bear are
diplomatic and economic. Yet there 1§ mno
clear evidence that we are applylng strong
bressure to the Soviet Union, where our
leverage should be substantial. Washington
may be reluctant to do that because of its
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hopes for progress in the U.S.-Soviet arms
limitation taXks. If the Soviets feel free to
move as flagrantly as they have in Angola,
however, they obviously regard detente as &
trifie that should not get 1n the way of thelr
military expansion.

V/hat they evidently want is a Soviet naval
pase in Angola, on the eastern coast of south-
orn Africa. They also want an Angolan re-
zime they can use to cause trouble for
white-contro led South Africa and Rhodestia,
as well as biack-controlled African govern-
ments they c.islike. Toward these ends, they
nave suddenly made a bold m~ve whose seri-
opusness is onty now being recognized.

The Portuguese left Angola, their last Af-
rican colony, on Nov. 1l. Fighting among
yarious Angclan independence organizations
hegan immediately. The Soviets and Cubans
are helping the Popular Movement for the
Liberation of Angola (MPLA), which now has
control of thz2 capttal, Luanda.

American involvement appears to be lim-
ited to indirect and minimal assistance to
the combined forces of two other Angolan
groups. South Africa, China and Zaire (the
former Belgian Congo) also support those
STOUPS.

Tt is clear hat the principal intruders have
been the Cubans and the Russians. The
Cuban force, which has been described by
Havana and Moscow as volunteers, instead
secms to be a regular army of some 5,000
men. It has been supported by Soviet flights
of giant Antonov transport planes, compar-
able to the American C-5A.

It 13, in ehort, a major invasion force.
It has struck so rapidly and with such
strength that 1t threatens to succeed in
taking over she country.

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger has
warned that the United States cannot ‘re-
main indiferent to the foreign intervention
m. Angola’s civil war.” indeed, we cannot.
Arperican troops are not the answer. But the
situation ia Angola should be given top
priority in Washington.

We shou.d move to assist the moderate
forces fighting in Angolsa; bring the strong-
est kind of diplomatic pressure to bear upon
Moscow; and make Cubs pay & high price
economieally for its intervention. ‘We have
it within our legitimate power to do all of
that.

1f the Soviets galn a naval base and a
friendly regime in Angola, they will have
added appreciably to the advance they have
made on the other side of Africa with a
paval and missiles base in Somalia. This
would give them strategic strength along the
sea lanes ground Africa. The United States
cannot watch that take place and believe
that detenie has any meaning.

Mr., NELSON. It is outrageous that
this administration should secretly
thrust this Nation”into the midst of a
clvil war in Angola. What kind of arro-
gance possesses that tiny handful of
men in tae executive branch who pre-
sume the right to involve us in war with-
out consent of the Congress or the peo-
ple of th.s Nation and without bother-
ing even to tell us. That abuse of power
must be unequivocally repudiated.

Sixty million dollars has already been
spent on this mistaken enterprise with-
out a word of debate in the Congress or
public dislog of any kind.

These kinds of expenditures and in-
volvements are major issues of public
policy and must be settled in a public
forum.

This intervention was undertaken con-
jrary to expert advice and opinion in
woth the State Department and the in-
telligence community.

THE RESTORATION OF FUNDING
FOR PASTORAL COUNSELING,
FAMILY AND CHILD COUNS
ING, AND MARRIAGE COUNSEL-~
ING AND RECOGNITION OF CLIN-
ICAL . PSYCHOLOGISTS UNDER
CHAMPUS IN DOD APPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am
very pleased that the final version of the
Department of Defense appropristions
bill, H.R. 9861, which has beerr ap-
proved by the House-Senate conierees,
reaffirms the coverage for the services
of pastoral counselors, family anc¢ child
counselors, and marital counselors and
provides for the status of clinica® psy-
chologists as independent providers un-
der the CHAMPUS—Civilian Heal:h and
Medical Program of the Uniformed
Services—program.

The House-passed version of this bill
would have prohibited any funding for
these vital services and would havs sub-
ordinated the services of clinical psy-
chologists by making mental =nealth
treatment subject to physiclan super=-
vision. Senator Youne and I sponsored
an amendment in the Senate Appro-
priations Committee to restore these
counseling services under CHAMPUS.
1 promoted an amendment which would
provide for the independent services of
psychologists. Both our amen<ments
were accepted by the committee and af-
firmed by the full Senate.

The House-Senate conferees basically
accepted the Senate version on this
point, adding a proviso that thes< coun-
seling services cannot be paid for under
CHAMPUS if available at military medi-
cal facilities. This proviso is consistent
with the intent and purpose of the
CHAMPUS program—which was rreated
to provide medical and health care to
military retirees where such care was not
readily available at military med:cal fa-
cilities.

The importance of the confereecs’ decl-
sions is twofold: First, the reaffirmation
of the need for the services of pastoral
counselors, family and child counselors,
and marital counselors under CHAM-~
PUS; and second, recognition y bhoth
the House and the Senate of the siatus of
trained psychologists in the field of

As I have stated previously, the
strength of our armed services rests on
its morale. In restoring amd affirming
these professional services under the
CHAMPUS program, the conferzes have
recognized the unique stress on marriage
and family life imposed by militery serv-
jce—and the vital necessity of offering
quality care under CHAMPUS -0 treat
these serious problems.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, before I
turn the floor over to several of my dis-
tinguished colleagues, there arc & few
brief comments I would like to make
about my reasons for holding up the vote
on the defense appropriations ill until
the Senate could consider this problem
of Angola in secret session.

First, I would like to say that a week
ago I found myself confronted with what
seemed to be an ever-widening American
commitment in Angola, a commitment

‘mental health care.
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which previously I knew little or noth-
ing about. I was seriously disturbed to
discover that my country. in the wake of
Vietnam, could carry on a covert action
thousands of miles from our shores at
a cost of $50 million without the ques-
tion ever having been considered by the
full Congress. My consternation only
grew when I was informed by a staff
member of the Central Intelligence
agency that while I could be informed
by them of what the Russians were do-
ing in Angola, I could not be briefed on
what we were doing. I know a great
many Members of this body shared my
own dismay.

1 think that if there is one thing we
have learned from our experience in Vi-
etnam it is that this country cannot af-
ford to leave foreign policy decisionmak~
ing to a few grand-global strategists on
the 40 committee and policy planniag
staff of the Department of State. The
Congress, if it is to fulfill its responsi-
bilities, must be informed about foreign
commitments and about the financing of
covert actions. I believe the American
people have made their feelings about
intervention abundantly clear. We would
be remiss if, in the wake of our devas-
tating experience in Asia, we failed to
demand a clear and precise accounting
of the interests, objectives, and policies
which this country is pursuing today in
Africa.

Beyond my deep concern over the pro-
cedure by which our Angolan poiicy
seemed to evolve, I am terribly troubled
by some of the misconceptions upon
which our decisions are based. For ex-
ample, Secretary Kissinger and his pol-
icy staff appear to be suffering from a
kind of reverse myopia. They see every-
thing as part of a grand global game for
infiuence carried on by the Soviet Union
and the United States in which every
new Soviet adventure contains in it the
seeds of an eventual Communist check-
mate of the free world. There is no at-
tempt to place these conflict in the
context of the lives and the cultures of
the people most directly involved—be
they nationalist Vietnamese or tribal
Angolans.

Mr. President, this war is no opening
gambit in some colossal scheme of Soviet
hegemony. Let us see it for what it is—
a conflict between three warring factions
whose tribal origins and animosities go
back decades if not centuries with little
or no ideological commitment—or even
recognition—on any side.

Take, for instance, the MPLA—the So-
viet-backed Popular Movement. They are
led by a man whose closest friend and
political mentor is Mario Soares—-the
American-backed Portuguese Socialist
jeader. According to the Africa experts
with whom I have spoken—including
several members of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency Africa staff—MPLA op-
position to the other groups is more
based upon ethnic considerations than
political philosophy, and their courtship
with the Soviet Union appears to be
largely a matter of convenience rather
than conviction.

The ethnic connections of the cther
two factions are just as interesting. The
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front for the National Liberation backed,
by both the United States and Zaire, is
made up largely of members of the Ba-
kongo tribe whose natural rivals make
up the majority of the MPLA. The Na-~
tional Front is led, oddly enough, by a
man the CIA gave up on yéars ago as be-
ing hopelessly incompetent and who is
the brother-in-law of Joseph Mobutuy,
the President of Zaire who hopes to ex~
tend his own influence by proxy into
Angola. The Union for the Total Inde-
pendence of Angola—UNITA—is led by
Jonas Savimbi—a man with an Ovambo
tribal connection who was formerly for-
eign minister of the FNLA—but split off
accusing that group of “flagrant tribal-
ism.” UNITA is backed by South Africa
largely because South Africa is afraid
that if the MPLA wins it will allow anti-
South African guerrilla groups to use the
area now controlled by UNITA .for a
guerrilla war against South Africa.

‘This brings me to another crucial mis~
conception. That is, that any victory by
the non-Soviet-backed forces could ever
hope to erase the tremendous negative
impact that will be produced in other
black African states by the impression
that we are backing the South Africans
on this question. The Africans may fesr
great power interference, but they un-
questionably fear South African inter-
vention more.

We must never let this vital point slip
from our minds. By appearing to inter-
vene on the side of groups backed by
the South Africans we are giving black
Africa what amounts to a slap in the

" face. We are saying to them that “we are
not concerned about your fate or your
fears. If we have to sign a pact with the
devil to stop the Soviets in Angola we are
willing to do it.” I ask my. colleagues,
what will it profit us If we do manage to
stop the Russians in Angola and further
alienate the rest of Africa in the process?

Perhaps if the Washington policy ge-
niuses would stop for a second to get the
reaction of the grassroots experts they
could separate the wheat of tribal fac~-
tionalism from the chaff of rigid cold-
war categorization. We have academic
experts on Africa talking about this lack
of ideological commitment on the part of
any of the factions. We have an Assist-
ant Secretary of State Nathaniel Davis
resigning, because of the damage he
thinks our intervention in Angola will do
to our relations with Africa as a whole.
This is the man who as Ambassadorsto
Chile ran an entire operation to destab-
ilize a government—yet he remains un-
convinced. Finally, we have experts in
the Central Intelligence Agency telling
me they do not understand the reason
for our policy of supplying the FNLA and
UNITA, and admitting that in their opin-
ion “the differences in government should
the MPLA win would be minimal.” Ac-
cording to them, the pro-Soviet policy in
- an MPLA government would be muted
the way it was in Mozambique as control
of the country was really secured. Do we
want to alienate all of Africa—and par-
ticularly a country as close and impor-

tant as Nigerla—for “minima] differences .

in government?” I think not.
I want to emphasize here that we all
share the concern over the willingness of

the Soviet Union and Cuba to intervene
in Angola. But let us put that interven-
tion in perspective. Let us make it very
clear to the Soviets and the Cubans that
we view their meddling as inconsistent

with détente. Let us tell them clearly that .

if they want American technology and
investment, if they want American grain,
then they had better seriously reconsider
the advisability of their current strategy
in Africa.

Then, let us immediately sit down with
our friends in Africa-—which we should
have done long ago anyway—with Ni-
geria, and Zaire, and Tthiopia and others
and try to work something out within the
framework of the Organization of Afri-
can Unity to get all foreign powers out of
Angola. T was told yesterday by someone
in the administration that an American
Secretary of State had never been to
Africa. Maybe now is the time,

Finally, I would like to point out that
while we do not know definitely that

. there are funds for Angola earmarked in

this bill—and while we hope that this
secret session will resolve some of these
questions—it Is important: now to put the
Senate clearly on record as opposing a

-precipitate involvement in Angola with-
-outb close and careful congressional con-

sideration. While funds may not be ear-
marked specifically here, it seems clear
that there is enough authority contained
in the bill to provide funds either from
existing contingency accounts or under
general transfer authority. I would only
refer my colleagues to section 733 of the
bill which grants to the Secretary of De-
fense the authority to transfer up to
$750 million between categories in the
bill for ‘ higher priority items”—pro-
vided those items have not been pro-
seribed by Congress.

I want to make it very clear that ag
long as our information g limited, as
long as we are not absolutely sure that
none of the money in this bill will filter
down to Angols or for the use of Angola,
it is vitally important that we close the
gap of doubt. .

In conclusion, I think this vote on my
amendment which will come up follow-
ing the vote on the conference report
itself will be a testimony to either the
determination of the Senate to assert
its rightful role in insuring the careful
consideration of our foreign Involve-
ments, or our own failure to learn from

-our past mistakes in a way the Ameri-

can people have clearly demanded.

I hope the current debate can help us
meet those obligations. I hope, too, that
it can be done In a way that will not
preclude a full and frank public discus-
sion of the issues.

P ——

SENATE RESOLUTION 333—-SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELAT-
ING TO ANGOLA ’

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr., President, I
send a resolution to the desk on behalf
of ‘myselt“, Senator HumPHREY, Sehator
RoperT C. BYRD of West Virginia, and
also, Senator MuskiE.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk wiil state.the resolution.

Thé second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read the resolution.

‘Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanhimous consent that further reading
of the resolution be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution is as follows:

S. Res. 333

Whereas outside péwers are intervening in
the conflict between rival factions in newly
independent Angola;

Whereas such foreign Intervention causes
a higher level of violence, a traglc loss ot life,
and more prolonged conflict;

Whereas the peoples of Angola should be
permitted to resolve their conflicts without
outside interference; and )

Whereas it is morally wrong and politically
imprudent for the United States to 1ghore
such intervention and the pursult of stra-
tegic interests by foreign countries in An-
gola: Now, therefore, be 1t

Resolved, That it 1s the sense of the Sen-
ate that— :

(1) the President of the United States
should call upon all nations to withhold
support from any of the factions in Angola
engaged in military confiict;

(2) the President of the United States
should instruct the United States Permanent
_Representative to the United Nattons Secu-
Tity Council to introduce a resolution con-
demning all intervention in the civil con~
flict in Angola;

(3) the President should urge the Organi-
zation of African Unity to make a renewad
effort to assist the opposing factions in An-
gola to compose their differences and estab-
lish stable democratically based government
in Angola, and should pledge the support of
the United States in this effort;

(4) the President, pursuant to his au-
thority wunder the Export Administration
Act of 1969, should curtail exports to coun-
tries which persist in Intervening in the
conflict of Angola;

(B) the President should seek the cooper-
atlon of other nations in imposing economic
sanctions against those countries which per-
sist in intervening in the conflict in Angola;
and

(6) the President should suspend further
assistance to any faction in Angols pending
efforts to seek an end to all foreign inter-
vention in Angola.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
bore. The Senate will be in order. The
Senator will not proceed until the Sen-
ate is in order.

Mr. McCLURE. Will the Senator from
Illinois yield for a question?

Mr. STEVENSON, Yes, I will yield for
that purpose.

Mr. McCLURE. Is it the purpose of
the Senator from Illinois to ask for im-
mediate consideration of this resolution
andits adoption?

Mr. STEVENSON, Yes, it is the inten-
tion of the Senator to do that.

Mr. President, Vietnam, the CIA, the
Union of South Africa, national expe-
riences in recent years, the association
with unlikely bedfellows—all make ob-
Jjectivity about Angola difficult. We do
not have all of the facts, and we cer-
tainly do not have sufficient time with
which to adequately debate U.S. interests
in Angola. This debate has generated
far more heat than light.

In these circumstances, prudence dic~
tates a discrete way out of this imbro-
glio and, if it is possible, some action
by the Senate to serve the interests of
the American people and those of this
newly independent nation in Afriea.

Such facts as we do have indicate the
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Soviet Union is testing détente, probing
the disarray and weakness in the West
to pursue obscure strategic objectives.
The Soviet Union is pressing us to the
limit—and we have defined no limit. In-
deed, the Soviet Union, détente, the rela-
{ioriship between the superpowers have
been scarcely discussed.

Soviet activities in sub-Sahara Africa
have not met with unmixed success—but
shey now reach into Zambia, Tanzania,
Nigeria, Somalia, Ethiopia, Benin, Cen-
sral African Republic, Upper Volta, Bu-
rundi, Mali, and Guinea and elsewhere.
Now the Soviet Union is playing for high
stakes with a major effort to install a
regime of its own making in Angola. One
guestion is whether by continued ac-
guiescence, or an apparent indifference,
the United States invites further Soviet
sransgressions against U.S. strategic in-
terests in the world and against the
rights of other people to conduct their
own affairs. The largest question is the
Soviet Union—not Angola.

Mr. President, I would be the last to
minimize U.8. interest in the Third World
or the historical imperatives of national-
ism and self-determination which the
United States sought to arrest in South-
ecast Asia—and which the Soviet Union
is seeking to arrest in Africa. The war-
ring tribal “actions in Angola all claim
the mantle of national liberation, and
who can say their claims are not equal?
One is backed, massively, by the Soviet
Union and Cuba. That faction will suc-
ceed by force unless other factions are
ziven some arms and money. Recog-
pizing those facts and the implications
for developed and undeveloped nations
alize, the FNLA and UNITA are sup-
ported by the United States, the Union
of South Africa, Zaire, and to some ex-
terit, the People’s Republic of China and
North Korea. In such circumstances, it
should not be said of the United States
that by aiding one faction in Angola, 1t
maintains z hostile, neocolonialist pres-
ence. These nations aiding the FNLA and
UNITA have.a shared concern about the
methods and motives of the Soviet Union
in Angola and the world.

The United States, at least, is com-~
miitted to the principle of self-deter-
mination. Ironically, the cessation of
17,5, aid for a nationalist alliance in
Angola could invite the apartheid Union
of South Africa deeper into Angola. Cer-
{inly an unconditional act of withdrawal
by the United States would cause greater
doubts in Peking and in the capitals of
our allies about U.S. resolve in the face
of aggression and steadfastness in sup-
port of friends. With limited U.S. aid,
not to include U.S. personnel, the Union
of South Africa would probably leave
Argola. While the reaction to U.S. aid
would not se uniformly unfavorable in
the third world, it would be, as it already
is, mixed and in some places, as in Zaire,
highly favorable.

‘Mr. President, I share all of the res-
ervations which have been eloguently
expressed ioday about the dangers of
U.5. assistance for any party to this
civil conflict. I am also deeply concerned
about the consequence of a U.S. failure
to heed Scoviet intervention in Angola
and the pleas of the Soviet Union’s vic-
tirmns. And that brings me to the pro-

posal by the Senator from California
which, in my judgment, offers the Scnate
a no-win proposition. If approved, it will
be perceived as sanctioning by sacqui-
escence Soviet intervention in Angcla. If
it is not approved, it will be perceived
as sanctioning U.S. intervention, Some
Members, myself included, do not want
the Senate to take either course.

So, Mr. President., I probably will
vote against the Tunney amendment.
I do not want to vote for an amendment
which terminates all support for the
anti-Soviet side in Angola withou: any
alternative response to this Soviet chal~
lenge. Have we been so traumatizad by
the tragic American adventure in Viet-
nam that henceforth we are to accept
Soviet military arrogance wherever it
shows its head?

Mr. President, this debate has skirted
the central fact and the central issue:
Soviet arms on a massive scale and a
Cuban expeditionary force have landed
on the shores of a newly independent
African state in naked pursuit of stra-
tegic advantage.

What does détente mean, anyway?
Certainly not the same to us as to the
Soviet Union. If détente is to mear any-
thing for the United States. It must be
a two-way street. If the Soviet Union
is to enjoy the benefits fo trade in com-
modities which are valuable to the im-
provement of its standard of living, and
other advantages of détente, théen it must
also meet certain standards of civilized
international behavior.

The implausibility of continued U.S.
aid to the Soviet Uuion in the form of
technology, capital and wheat, irrespec-
tive of its conduct in the world, is
brought inescapably to the attention of
the Senate. The United States has just
committed supplies of grain to tre So-
viet Union for 6 years—not withstand-
ing its transgressions in Angola or any-
where else. The agreement cannot mean
what it says on its face. All such ngree-
ments are subject to abrogation or modi-
fication by one party if conditions are
changed materially by another. The So-
viet Union is relieving the United States
of any obligations under that agree-
ment—and I say “any’” because iv is of
arguable legality anyway.

The resolution which we offer urges
upon the President a course of action
which emphatically rejects the Soviet
exploitation of détente at the expense
of U.S. interests and the rights of seople
in other nations—without exposing the
United States unnecessarily to the risks
of a long and ultimately unsuccessful
involvement in Angola.

It makes it clear, and in the most em-
phatic terms, thar the United States
does not approve Soviet intervention in
Angola. It proposes steps to create a cli-
mate in which the warring factions in
that country can compose their differ-
ences without external interfererwce. It
charts a course that could accomplish
U.S. objectives in Angola. And if the Tun-
ney amendment is disapproved, it will
make it plain that diplomatic steps, in-
cluding sanctions, should be taken be-
fore the United States starts once again
down, the slippery slope of military in-
volvement in a distant part of the world.

S0, Mr. President, I introducz this
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resolution with the distinguished Senz-
tors from Minnesota, West Virginia, an:i
Maine, which calls upon the President to
undertake a multilateral effort to induce
all outside powers to withdraw support
from the warring factions in Angola and,
at the same time, to exercise his author-
ity to control exports to countries whici
persist in providing such support.

More specifically, Mr. President, this
resolution calls upon the President to
call, in turn, upon all nations to with-
hold support from any of the factions
in Angola engaged in military conflicts.
It calls upon the President of the United
States to instruct the U.S. Permanent
Representative at the United Nations
Security Council to introduce a resolu-
tion condemning all intervention in the
civil conflict in Angola. It calls on the
President to urge the Organization of
African Unity to make a renewed effort
to assist the opposing factions in Angoia
to compose their differences and estab-
lish stable, democratically based govern-
ment in Angola, and pledge the suppo:t
of the United Stafes in that effort.

This resolution calls upon the Presi-
dent, also——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem:-
pore. The Senator will suspend. Will the
Senators and the staff in the rear of the
Chamber retire to the rear to carry on
their conferences—or better still, to the
cloakrooms? That would assist the Se:.-
ator greatly. The Chair appreciates that.

The Senator from Illinocis is recognized.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, the
resolution calls upon the President, pur-
suant to his authority under the Export
Administration Act of 1969, to curtail ex-
ports to countries which persist in inter-
vening in the conflict in Angola.

It also suggests, as the sense of the
Senate, that the President should seck
the cooperation of other nations in im-
posing economic sanctions against those
countries which persist in intervenivg
in the conflict in Angola, and suggests,
further, that the President shouid
suspend further assistance to any fac-
tion in Angola pending efforts to seck
an end to all foreign intervention in
that country. :

NO AID TO ANGOLA

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I stan
in support of the Stevenson resolution
expressing the sense of the Senate to
suspend U.S. support to the warring fac-
tions in Angola and by economic lever-
age to persuade the Soviet Union ‘o
adhere to this same principle.

Fighting among indigenous facticas
in Angola has intensified in recent days
and both the Soviet Union and the
United States are involved. Such a sit-
uation deeply concerns me.

This state of affairs is troubling for
several reasons, mainly what it tells us
about the intentions of the Soviet Unicn.
Today, Moscow is pursuing an interven-
tionist policy in Angola, increasing the
anguish of that southern African state
and escalating tensions between the nu-
clear superpowers at that very time
when Washington and Moscow are sup-
posedly trying to work out between them
the confrontation strains of the past.

The lessening of tensions or déter.te
between the TUnited States and the
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Soviet Union, if it is going to work at all
and reach a level of success, must be
a two-way street. Yet, the kind of ag-
gression and expansionism on the part
of the Soviet Union in Angola suggests
less than a complete commitment by the
Kremlin to pursue détente seriously:
Indeed, Soviet military intervention

in the internal affairs of Angola is & seri-.

ous erosion of Russian credibility in the
United States-Soviet quest for better
relations. Such hostile behavior not only
erodes the spirit of détente, but also the
practical possibilities of working out a
mutually beneficial relationship..

Détente was hever an easy policy to
pursue; it is a challenge by both sides
in statesmanship. But due to the Soviet
escalation of the Angolan civil war, the
U.S. Senate and the country as a whole
should now take a new look at the cur-
rent course of accommodation and co-
operation on the part of the United
States.

Critical and crucial stakes are involved
here. Why are the Russians risking these
stakes? In a year the Soviet Union is
facing serious shortages in her harvest,
the country requires massive importation
of American grain. This will probably be
true for. the next several years. As the
international energy crisis continues, the
Soviet Union could potentially export
-great quantities of oil and gas, especially

to western Europe and North America.

These markets could now become less
open to Russian commodity exports. as
well as manufactured goods. Western
technology is greatly desired by the So-
viets in order to advance its 5-year eco-
nomie plans, but American experts and
sophisticated electronic preducts, for in-
stance, will continue to stav outside of
the Soviet Unlon if détente does not pro-
gress. If the Russlans are prepared to
make a mockery of the détente relation-
ship, then, as the Stevenson resolutior
proposes, let them lose some of thie ma-
terial advantages of détente. For in-
stance, the President, pursuant to his au-
thority under the 1969 Export Adminis-
tration Act, could curtail exports to
countries like the Soviet Union, which
persist in intervening in the Angolan
conflict. .

Then, too, the heart of détente is the
SALT IT negotiations with its potential
agreements on the further control of nu-
clear weapons. This is an essential ele-
ment to the whole relationship and, as I
understand it; to the future standing of
the present political leadership in Mos-
. cow. The question of stabilizing European
affairs, such as MBFR negotiations, and
implementing the spirit of the Helsinki
agreement are involved, as are potentlal
Soviet-American projects in = Third
world economic development activities,
in the joint exploration and exploitation
of the oceans and space for the well-being
of all mankind, and in common ventures
to bring peace to the Middle East.-

It is incredible the Soviets would risk
losing these potential avenues of inter-
national cooperation and benefit unless
théy were never willing to fulfill the re-
sponsibilities required by détente in the

first place. Perhaps they were only in--

terested in playing an unrestrained, mis-

s

chievous role in faraway areas of the
world.”

Moscow'’s relations with the new na-
tions of black Africa are not very close;
only in Somalia is Soviet influence great.
It has never had outright control in any
African country. Perhaps the prospect of
such domination motivates the men of
Moscow to bolster -the Popular Move-~
ment for the Liberation of Angola—
MPLA, one of the three contending An-
golan parties. Russian manpower, ma-

teriel, and money are now abundant in

the.savage fighting. There are an esti-
mated 5,000 Cuban specialists and com-
bat troops supporting the MPLA’s op-
erations. Soviet military advisers are on
the ground, intelligence reports are un-
sure if they are actually involved in
combat operations.

What is the U.S. interest in Angola?
There is no overriding U.S. interest in
this new nation which only received its
independence from Portugal last month.
Our security and economy will not be
affected by whatever political philoso-
phy is at the foundation of its govern-
ment. It is my hope that the United
States and Angola can construct & rela-
tionship that benefits both peoples. How-
ever, beyond American involvement in
Angola’s economic and developmental
affairs, openly agreed to, we have no
other interest. We should never have got-
ten involved to the extent we have. We
know that a minimum of $50-million is
being spent by the United States covertly
to support the antl-MPLA factions with
rifles, machine guns, vehicles, ammunt-
tion, and logistics. The Ford administra-
tion wants more money. Will they sogn
want military advisers?

T oppose any further escalation of
1.8. military inviovement, covert or
overt. America’s tragic intervention in
the Vietnam civil war should be a clear
enough warning to our policy makers.

The current tribal conflict in Angola
dates back more than several decades.
Ethnic, racial, class, reglonal, and ideo-
loglcal differences divide the three na-
tionalist movements. In addition, an in-
tense distrust and personal animosity
exist among the movements’ leaders.
The MPLA, the Nationalist Front for the

Tiberation of Anpola—FNLA, and the

Nationalist Union for the Total Indepen-
dence of Angola—UNITA—draw most of
their supporters from one of three ma-
jor ethno-linguistic regions. During the
many years of armed struggle against
Portuguese colonialism, Angolan hnha-
tianalists’ were unable or unwilling to
form a common front.

This historical conflict and the present
triangular tribal warfare should be left
to the peoples of Augola to work out. For-
eign governments and foreign mercen-

aries can only increase the bloodshed

and keep the people apart. Certainly all
great powers, especially white ones,
should lay off. As long as the Soviet
‘Union and the United States, in con-
junction with dozens of secondary powers
like Communist Cuba, the repugnant
white racist regime of South Africa,
Zaire, Zambia, and others, pursue poli-
cies of unilateral intervention instead of
multilateral reconciliation, any hope for

peace in Angola remains dim. All diplo-
matic efforts need to be centered on the
Organization of African Unity which has
the best chance to negotiate a settlement.
The Council of Ministers of the OAU will
meet very soon in Addis Ababa to con-
sider the Angolan crisis. Both the United
States and the Soviet Union should he
placing maximum efforts behind the ac-
tivities of the OAU and its African lead-
ers in the political pursuit toward peace
so badly needed now in Angola.

T hope this message is heard loud and
¢lear in Moscow: There is a self-defeat- .
ing quality to any power-grab in places
like Vietnam, Cambodia, and Angola.
The wisest policy for the United States
is to stay out of the Angolan counflict.
T oppose any aid to Angola. The perils
outweigh the rewards. ’

The wisest-policy for the Soviet Union
vis-a-vis the United States is to get out
of Angola, too, if the bigger stakes—
mutual cooperation between our two
countries—are of any value to them.
Otherwise, the Russian bear may have
gained a South Atlantic outpost they
cannot hold for long but lost a relation-
ship with America, the benefits from
which they may never regain.

Mr. President, not only has the debate
skirted that central fact but Soviet inter-
vention in Angola and that central ques-
tion of the meaning of détente. But the
amendments proposed by the Senator
from California (Mr. TunNeEY) and the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN)
are unresponsive to those central issues.

In the case of the amendment offered
by the Senator from California——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair reluctantly requests the
Senator from Illinois to suspend mo-
mentarily.

Will the Senators conferring kindly
withdraw to the cloakrooms.

The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. STEVENSON. If the amendment
offered by the Senator from California

is adopted, it will end U.S. intervention

in Angola. If that amendment, Mr. Pres-
ident, is not adopted, it will be inter-
preted, however wrongly, as a sanction
by the United States of Soviet interven-
tion in Angola. Neither is responsive to

‘either of these issues. Both, in my judg-

ment, should be withdrawn.

1 might add, Mr. President, this is no
way to conduct the foreign policy of the
United States. The Senator from Ohio
was absolutely right. We do not have all
the facts, and even if we had the facts,
we would not have the time to debate

them and to make a sensible decision

about our interests in Angola and how
best to pursue them.

What is more, Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is in some danger of acting with emo-
tion rather than reason, reacting to
Vietnam rather than Angola.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. - STEVENSON. Yes; I yield to the
Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, X
want to commend the Senator from Tlli-
nols for this resolution. I think it is the
first thing that has made any sense ina
long day.
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VWhile it may shock-the Senator from
2liinois to fing the Senator from Arizona
agreeing with him, I do. I think this res-
oiution comes at a proper time. I am
carticularly interested in paragraph 4

when he urged the President to use his
authority under the Export Administra~-
tion Act of 1969 to curtail exports to
countries which persist in intervening
in Angola.

I might say we have never, as a Na-
tioq, used the instruments of national
policy that we have available to us, in-
struments that are short of the instru-
ment of war itself, and the one instru-
1ment we have had in which we dominated
the world was the economic instrument,

“but we have never-in my memory used
that instrument, particularly during the
times when we were the world’s No. 1
economic power which, if we are any
longer, it is only by a slim margin.

1 am thinkirg particularly of the need
of the Soviet Union for wheat, a desper-
ate nezed for wheat, and we have that
wheat. We seem to break our backs try-
ing to get that wheat to the Soviets with-
out-any concession on her part as to what
she might do to help us.

1 think in a case such as the Senator
from Illinois has discussed in his resolu-
tion that the President could use this au-
thority given to him, and I think all
Americans would back him in using this
power, to extract from the Soviets or ex-
tract from any country that is causing
conflict in. Angola or other parts of the
world an agreement that they would
desist and stop this help.

I just want to again commend the Sen-
ator from Illirois, and if he does not
think it would be detrimental to his in-
terests at home or here, I ask unanimous
consent, If he agrees. to have my name
included, along with Senator HuMPHREY
and Senator STEVENSON, as a cosponsor,
and I will ask the forgiveness of my
saints in heaven. [Laughter.]

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
hope that does not require the forgive=
ness of the saints in heaven. I am de~
lighted and pleased by the Senator’s com-
ments, and I hope it does not shock him
to find me agrezing with him and, what
is more, agreeing to the extent that I
probably will vote against the amend-
ment cffered by the Senator from Cali-
fornia and for the reasons suggested by
the Senator from Arizona, namely, that
the United States should not deprive it~
self of any weapons with which to pur-~
sue any legitimate foreigh policy ob-
Jectives.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, -the Senator
from Arizona is included as a cosponsor.

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator include my name also?

Mr. STEVENSON. If.the Senator will
withhold for one moment, I respond
further to the remarks of the Senator
from Arizona about questioning the sug-
gestion that food is and should be used as
a weapon. I would put the proposition
slightly differently and suggest that the
United States lozes its authority, loses its
credibility in the world, when, on the
one hand, it seeks to oppose Soviet inter-
vention in Angola with aid to tribal
factions in that country and, on the other
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hand, alds the intervenor with not >nly
food but also with capital and with tech-
nology and noncommercial meas.ires
which we could go into but will nof.

The United States has just entered into
a 6-year agreement for the supply of
food to the Soviet Union and, on the
face of that agreement, the commitnient
of the United States Is unconditions .

The ecommitment is zood notwith-
standing the behavior and conduct. of
the Soviet Union in Angola or any other
part of the world or on any issue wheiher
it is emigration, mutual and balarced
force reduction in Europe, or SALT or
you name it.

One of the concerns of the Sen: tor
from Illinois is that détente is g legiti-
mate objective of the United States, if
by détente we mean relaxation of ten~
sions. But the pursuit of détente by siich
methods, a 6-year commitment, uncon-
ditional agreement, transfers of te:h-
nology, in a year and a half a billion
in subsidized credits to the Soviet Union,
will produce the reverse of détente. It
produces tension, confrontation, anc is
doing so today in Angola.

So it is not simply a matter of us: ng
food as a weapon. My own opinion is that
it is very largely a question of stopping
the pursuit of a legitimate objective hy
counterproductive metheds; and, in the
case of food or any other form of assist-
ance for the Soviet Union conditioning
that assistance upon a, continuing and a
periodic evaluation of that country’s con-
duct in the world, and that conduct in
that part of the world, Angola, is not, in
the judgment of the Senator from il-
Linois, justified at the present time with
a commitment of food or of other expo.ts
to the Soviet Union for the benefit of
that country.

So I thank the Senator fof his corn-
ments.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Pre:i-
dent, to add the present occupant of tae
Chair, the Senator from Florida, as & ¢o-
sponsor of this resolution.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tera-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld for just a moment?

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am in agre:-
ment, further agreement, with the Sen-
ator from Illinols, especially in his un-
derstanding of the word “détente.”

I have begged the Secretary of Sta-e
on three different occasions to g0 ¢n
television in this country to explain to
the American people what he looks cn
détente as being because I do not believe
the average American understands whe.t
the Secretary is trying to do with th: s
term.

I would like to think that his unde: -
standing is the same as that of the Ser.-
ator from Illinois. Détente is merely
“you have something I want and I have
something you want. Can’t we get tc-
gether and have an understanding,” an
from time to time we will get over i-.
Maybe I am a bit harsh in including
food in economic warfare, but it is a very
effective weapon. War is far worse anc,
with the proper use of the weapons w=
have had avaflable, political, economit,
and so forth, I believe war can b=
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avolded. I believe war can be avoided,
along with power for as long as we care
to do it.

I am glad again the Senator has in-
troduced this resolution. I am glad he
made the comments he has made, and I
think it will provide very interesting
reading to those who follow the REcCoORD.

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank the Sena-
tor.

We have our agreements, hut not about
the necessities for bower, but I certainly
agree with his comments.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for the immediate consideration of
this resolution.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mz, President,
did the Senator add my name as I asked
him to?

Mr. STEVENSON. I
grateful to the Senator.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pbore. On the immediate consideration of
the resolution——

Mr. MANSFIELD addressed the Chair,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
bore. The Senator from Montana,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 8 pending unanimous-
consent request by the Senator from
Ilinois.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Fine.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. PACKWOOD. What is that re=
quest?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-~
bore. To the immediate consideration of
the Senator’s resolution,

Mr. PACKWOOD. I object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

It will go over under the rule.

The Senator from Montana,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am,
sorry there was objection to an amend-
ment of this nature which has such dis-
parate and different sponsors as the Sen-
ator from Illinois and the Senator from
Arizona, as well as others, but I would
suggest that in view of the objection
raised that the distinguished Senator ask
unanimous consent that it be placed on
the calendar.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I so
request.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
bore. Is there objection?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Reserving the right
to object—I might implore our friend,
if he would recongider, we do not have
much time left to get such a resolution
up before this——-

Mr. PACKWOOD. I understand that.
I regard it as very significans.

I will say to the Senator from Illinois,
it was so significant that I do not want
to take it up tonight and have it passed
just by voice vote.

I think I am with him, but t3 do some-
thing of this magnitude at this hour of
the night, we talk about persistent in-
tervening, I do not know if that means
South Africa or a variety of countries. I

did and I am
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am just not prepared on this short notice
to take up & matter of this magnitude.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Is there objection to placing it on-

the calendar?
Without objection, it is so ordered.

L ————

ORDER FOR NOMINATIONS TO. BE
RETAINED IN THE SENATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all nominations
sent down by the President prior to. the
ending of the first session of the 94th
Congress be retained in the Senate and
not sent back to the White House be-
cause of the 30-day interregnum which
may exist between the first and second
session, with the exception of the nomi-
nations which are or will be before the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Again reserving
the right to object—and I will not ob-
ject—the Armed Services Committee is
meeting tomorrow morning at 9:30 to
consider a number of nominations that
are very important. I wonder if the ma-
jority leader would abide by his request
that these will be held over until after
the first of the year?
© Mr. MANSFIELD. All those which the
President sent down before the Congress
adjourns sine die, the end of the ist
sesslon of the 94th Congress, will remain
down here with the exception of the
nominations now in_ or.,may be in the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

Tn other words, an agreement to this
unanimous-consent suggestion prevents
the usual return of nominations during
which a 30-day lapse occurs.

Mr. GOLDWATER. But if the Armed
Services Committee tomorrow voted oub
the appointments we had to consider,
would there be a chance of having them
considered before the end of this session?

Mr. MANSFIELD. If there is no ob-
jection, if there are no holds, but if there
are any holds they will have to wait
until the beginning of the session, but

they will be available rather than being-~

sent down again.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the
Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. .

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the
Senator.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May we have
order, Mr. President?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair asks the Senator from
Montana, is it the purpose of the unani-
mous-consent request of the Senator
that nominations be kept alive irrespec-
tive of the sine die adjournment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That was the pur-
pose, rather than be sent back to the
White House, to be sent down again and
the process started out.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair thanks the Senator.

Mr. MANSFIELD.. Will the distin-
guished Republican leader yield to me?

"Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I will yield to the Senator.

SENATOR STONE COMPLETES 200TH
HOUR AS PRESIDING OFFICER OF
THE SENATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Florida now
presiding over this body has just com-
pleted his 200th hour as the Presiding
Officer of the Senate during this session.

We are making all kinds of records this
year. I am not sure all of them are
good, though this record is a good one,
because I believe that the record will
indicate, as I tried to state on yester-
day, that we have been in session more
hours than in any other session up to
date, that we have eclipsed the old rec-
ord for rollcall votes, as the distin-
guished assistant Democratic leader
brought out a couple of days ago:

But I am not too proud about the
long: hours spent in this Chamber. I
think there are too many, too long.

I am not too happy about the voting
record. I think we could do with less
voting and save more time.

But I am extremely happy about the
record just established by the distin-
guished Senator from Florida who, inci-
dentally, during the course of the closed
meeting of the Senate this morning for

a period of 3 hours conducted himself

with aplomb, dignity, integrity, and a
knowledge and understanding which I
think surprised his colleagues, though
it did not surprise me. .

So all honor to the Senator from
Florida who has proved himself to be an
outstanding Senator, who believes in
sunshine, who avolds closed meetings—

except the one today, we got him there—,

and who has performed quite nobly.

Mr. McCLURE. Will the majority
leader yleld to me?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed,

Mr. McCLURE. I would like to join In
the remarks that have just been made In
commendation to the Senator who now
cccuples the Chalr,

Tt is not only the number of hours he
spent in the Chair, but the manner in
which he has conducted himself and the
business of the Senate while he has been
there.

T think it would be fair to say that on
behalf of all the Members of the Senate,
and certainly the Members of the minor-
ity, that the Senator from Florida has

certainly grown in the esteem and the

affection of every Member of the Senate
and every one of us would like to join
in the commendation that have been ex-
pressed by the majority leader.

- Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield
to me? -

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr.. JAVITS. Just to associate myself
with those remarks and to add, he is &
great beginner.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
1 share the views that have been ex-
pressed so ably by the distinguished ma-
jority leader, the distinguished Senator
from Idaho, and the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York about the Senator
from Florida who now presides over the
Senate. . .

He is o man whose heart is as stout
as the Irish oak and as pure as the lakes
of Killarney.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pre tem-
pore. The Chair wishes to thank each of
the Senators for their very kind remarks.
The Chair is deeply gratified.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 749—
PROVIDING FOR THE BEGINNING
OF THE SECOND SESSION OF 94TH
CONGRESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask that the Chair lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Represent-
atives on House Joint Resolution 749.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution will be stated
by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A jolnt resolution (H.J. Res. 749) to pro-
vide for the beginning of the second session
of the 94th Congress and for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Is there objection to the present

- consideration of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask for the immediate consideration of
the amendment at the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated,

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows: ~ :

On page 2, line 3, change the period to a
comme and insert the following: “and (c)
notwithstanding the provisions of clause
(8) of section 5(b) of such Act (16 U.B.C.
1024(h)), the Joint Economic Committes
shall file its report on the President’'s 1976
Economic Report with the Senate and the
House of Representatives not later than
March 19, 1976.

gEc. 8. That prior to the convening of the
second regular sesslon of the Ninety-fourth
Congress on January 19, 1976, as provided in
section one of this resolution, Congress shall
reassemble at 12 o'clock meridian on the
secongd dey after its Members are notified in
accordance with section four of this resolu-
tion.

Src. 4. The Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the President pro tempore
of the Senate shall notify the Members of
the House and the Senate, respectlvely, to
reassemble whenever in their opinion the
public interest shall warrant it or whenever
the majority leader of the House and the
majority leader of the Senate, acting jointly,
or the minority leader of the House and the
minority leader of the Senate, acting Jointly,
file 8 written request with the Clerk of the

- House and the Secretary of the Senate that
_ the Congress reasserable.for the considera-

tion of legislation.”

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
1 move the adoption of the amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution is open to
further amendment. If there be no
further amendment to be proposed, the
‘question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and the third reading of the
joint resolution.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed and the joint resolution to be
read the third time.
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The joInt resolution was read the third
e

The ACTINC: PRESIDENT pro tem-<
pore. ‘The joini resolution having been
read a third time, the question is, Shall
it pass?

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 749), as
amended, was passed.

ORDER TO . POSTPONE INDEFI-
NITELY SEMATE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 153 AND SENATE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION 74

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask vnanimous consent that the reso.
lution, Senate Joint Resolution 153, be
postponed indefinitely, and that the
same request iIs made for Senate Con-
current Resolution 74,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF THE NATIONAL
READING IMPROVEMENT PRO-
GRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask that the Chair lay before the Sen-
ate a message from the House of Repre-
sentatives on H.R, 8304, and that the bill
be considered as having been read twice.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (H.R. 8304) to amend the National
Reading Improvement Program to provide
more flexibility in the types of projects
which can be furded, snd for other pur-
poses.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceded to consider the bill, which was
considered to have been read the second
time by title.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Prestdent,
I call up an amendment which is at the
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The ACTING PERSIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with,

‘The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection it is so ordered.

The amendmen: is as follows:

On page 1, line 4, insert “(a)" after “Sec-
tion 1.7,

On page 1, lines ¢ and 10, insert after the
word “paragraph’” the following: “during the
iiscal year 1976 and the period beginning
July 1, 1976 through September 30, 1976,".

On page 2, line 12, strike out “any” and
insert in lieu thereof “the”.

On page 2, line 13, after “year” insert the
following: “1976, and, for the period from
July 1, 1976 through September 30, 1976,”.

On page 2, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

(P) (1) Part C of such Act is amended by
adding after sectior. 723 the following new
section:

“STATE LEADERSHIP AND TRAINING PROJECTS

“SEc. 724, The Coramissioner 1s authorized
to enter into agreements pursuant to this

sectlon with State educational agencles Ior
the carrying out by such agencies of leadar-
ship and training activities designed. to pre-
pbare personnel throughout the State to co:i-
duct projects which have been demonstrat.d
In that State or other States to be effecti-e
in overcoming reading deficiencies. The a--
tivitles authorized by this section shall e
limited to—

“(1) assessments of nead, mcluding pe--
sonnel needs, relating to reading problems .n
the State,

“(2) inservice training for local readir.g
bprogram administrators and instruction:l
personnel, and ’

“(3) provision of technical assistance and
dissemination of information to local edu-
cational agencies and other appropriate noxi-
profit agencies,”,

(2) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall take effect ¢
October 1, 1976.

(3) Section 705 (a) (3) of the Educatic
Amendments of 1974 as added by subsectic.:
(a) of this section is repealed effective Sep: -
tember 30, 1978.

(c) Section 732 of such Act is amended Lt
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(e) There are authorized to be appropr: -
ated to carry out the Provisions of sectio:t
724, relating to State leadership and train-
ing projects, $6,400,000 each for the fisce:
year ending September 30, 1977, and for th-
succeeding flscal year.”

On page 3, line 20 and 21, strike out *:
per centum” and insert in Heu thereof “:
per centum?®.

On page 4, between
the following:

NATIONAL IMPACT READING PROGRAMS
On page 4, line 8, insert “(a)’ after “Sec
6.,

lines 7 and 8, inser

On page 4, line 9, strike out “section 723
and insert in lieu thereof “section 724",

On page 4, Hne 11, strike out “Sec. 724."
and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 725.”,

On page 4, line 20, strike out the worc
“any” and insert in lieu thereof “the”,

On page 4, line 21, after “year’ insert the
following: “1878, and for the period fron:
July 1, 1976 through September 30, 1976,”.

On page 4, between lines 21 and 22, insert
the following:

(B) (1) Section 725 of the Education
Amendments of 1974 as added by subsection
(a) of this section 1s amended by striking
out “(a)" after the section deslgnation and
by striking out subsection (b) of such sec-
tion.

(2) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall take effect on
September 30, 1878.

(¢) Section 732 of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“(f) There are authorized to he appropri-
ated to carry out the Provisions of section
725, relating to national Impact reading pro-
grams, $800,000 each for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1977 and for the succeed-
ing fiscal year.”

On page 5, line 19, strike out “Src. 725.”
and insert in lieu thereof “‘Sko. 726.",

On page 8, line 6, strike out “{e)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(g)”.

On page 8, line 7, strike out “section 725"
and insert in lieu thereof “section 726",

On page 8, line 14, strike out “section
725" and Insert in lieu thereof “section 726",

On page 8, lnes 15 and 18, strike out “sec-
tion 725” and insert in lleu thereof “section
726,

On page 8, after line 16, insert the follow-
ing:

SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROJECTS

Sec. 10. Section 721(b) (1) of such Act 1s
eamended by inserting “and ic)” after “sec-
tion 705(b) .
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

‘The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I rise to
urge the enactment of H.R. 8304. This
measure provides that a number of
amendments to the national reading
improvement program, which was en-

- acted in 1974 as part of the education

amendments of that year. I was pleased
to coauthor this brogram with Senator
EAGLETON and believe that it is one of the
most promising education programs that
we have,

The bill before the Senate today makes
two important changes in the 1974
program.

First, it makes clear that the reading
programs funded under the discretionary
right-to-read program, which breceded
the national reading improvement pro-
gram, will continue. It was never the
intent of Senator EacLeTon or me that
the ongoing right-to-read efforts be
terminated with the enactment of the
tinued. The right-to-read effort pro-
gram. Indeed, In the Senate-passed bill,
the right-to-read effort was clearly con-
tinued. The right-to-read effort pro-
vides grants to the Stateg for leadership
and training programs and also for cer-
tain national impact programs. The 1974
conference committee authorized 3 State
grant approach but provided that the
State grant program would not become
operative until the funding level ex-
ceeded $30 millfon. With the appropria-
tion level only $17 milllon, the State-
level grant programs are In jeopardy
unles the Congress acts. Thus, this clar-
ification will mean that the State grants,
such as received by Maryland, will be
able to continue,

In my State, the right-to-read pro-
gram has given emphasis to and impetus
for reading efforts. Maryland is develop-
ing standards for evaluating both sys-
tem and school reading programs, devel-
oping leadership through seminars for
supervisors and principals, and review-
ing reading material.

The second major amendment would
authorize a new reading motivation pro-
gram under which local community
agencies will contribute inexpensive
books to school children. The bill makes
available Federal matching assistance of
50 percent of the cost of conducting
reading motivational programs, by local
sponsors of such programs. A 3-year,
$22 million program is provided and if
fully funded, it is estimated that an ad-
ditlonal 21 million books will be dis-
tributed to over 4 million children.

Again, I would point out that in the
Senate-passed reading provisions last
year, we included support for reading is
fundamental-—RIP-like projects which
we will be able to expand with the enact-
ment of today’s bill. The RIF provisions
under this measure, however, are much
more comprehensive than the 1974 pro-
visions and are essentially the language
of S.2535, which was coauthored by
Senator EacLeToN and I, on the Senate
side and by Congressman AL QUIE as
H.R. 9048 on the House side,

The RIF program results from idea
of an individual and it serves to show

Approved For Release 2005/04/13 : CIA-RDP77M00144R001100200009-2



